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of the United States to enact legislation forbidding the sale 
of flags of the United States manufactured abroad in this 
country; to the Committee on Labor. 

523. By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of Eberhard Faber Pencil 
Co., Brooklyn, N.Y., favoring the passage of House bill 3677; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

524. Also, petition of Motion Picture Theater Owners of 
America, New York City, opposing House Resolution No. 95; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

525. Also, petition of American Safety Razor Corporation, 
Brooklyn, N.Y., favoring restoration of 2-cent letter post
age; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

526. Also, petition of International Brotherhood of Book
binders, Washington, D.C., concerning the 30-hour week bill 
to include newspapers and periodicals; to the Committee 
on Labor. 

527. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of American Safety Razor 
Corporation, Brooklyn, N.Y., favoring restoration of the 2-
cent letter postage; to the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Roads. 

528. Also, petition of International Brotherhood of Book
binders, favoring the passage of the Black-Connery bills, 
S. 158 and H.R. 4557, with certain amendments; to the 
Committee on Labor. 

529. Also, petition of Eberhard Faber Pencil Co., Brook
lyn, N.Y., favoring the passage of House bill 3677, with cer
tain amendments; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

530. Also, petition of Motion Picture Theatre Owners of 
America, New York City, opposing the passage of House 
Resolution 95; to the Committee on Rules. 

531. By Mr. SEGER: Petition of Garret A. Hobart and 
William Paterson Chapters, Daughters of the American 
Revolution, Paterson, N.J., opposing recognition of Soviet 
Russia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. . 

532. By Mr. SINCLAIR: Petition of Holiday Association 
of Crosby, N.Dak., urging the immediate passage of legisla
tion to refinance farm indebtedness under the provisions of 

·the Frazier bill or a similar proposal; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

533. By Mr. TAYLOR . of Colorado: Resolution of the 
county chamber of commerce of Montrose, Colo., urging the 
larger use of silver in the monetary system of the United 
States on the present basis of ratio of coinage; to the Com
mittee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

SENATE 
FRIDAY, APRIL 14, 1933 

(Legislative day of Tuesday, Apr. 11, 1933) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate will receive a mes
sage from the House of Representatives. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 
Haltigan, one of its clerks, announced that the House had 
passed a bill (H.R. 4795) to provide emergency relief with 
respect to agricultural indebtedness, to refinance farm 
mortgages at lower rates of interest, to amend and supple
ment the Federal Farm Loan Act, to provide for the orderly 
liquidation of joint-stock land banks, and for other pur
poses, in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The message also announced that the Speaker had affixed 
his signature to the enrolled joint resolution CH.J.Res. 152> 
to provide for the payment of pages for the Senate and 
House of Representatives for the first session of the 
Seventy-third Congress, and it was signed by the Vice 
President. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I note the absence of a 
quorum and request a roll call. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk _ called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 
Adams Copeland Kean Pope 
Ashurst Costigan Kendrick Reed 
Austin Couzens Keyes Reynolds 
Bachman Cutting King Robinson, Ark. 
Bailey Dickinson La Follette Robinson, Ind. 
Bankhead Dieterich Lewis Russell 
Barbour Dill Logan Schall 
Barkley Duffy Lonergan Sheppard 
Black Erickson Long Shipstead 
Bone Fess McAdoo Smith 
Borah Fletcher McCarran Steiwer 
Bratton Frazier McGill Stephens 
Brown George McKellar Thomas, Okla. 
Bulkley Glass McNary Thomas, Utah 
Bulow Goldsborough Metcalf Townsend 
Byrd Gore Murphy Trammell 
Byrnes Hale Neely Vandenberg 
Capper Harrison Norbeck Van Nuys 
Caraway Hastings Norris Wagner 
Carey Hatfield Nye Walcott 
Clark Hayden Overton Walsh 
Connally Hebert Patterson Wheeler 
Coolidge Johnson Pittman White 

Mr. LEWIS. I wish to announce that the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] is necessarily detained from the 
Senate today. · 

Mr. REED. I wish to announce that my colleague [Mr. 
DAVIS] is still detained from the Senate on account of illness. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-two Senators having an
swered to their names, a quorum is present. 

INTERNATIONAL PARLIAMENTARY CONFERENCE ON COMMERCE 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Secretary of State, referring to his letter of March 
27, 1933, concerning an invitation to the Eighteenth Plenary 
Assembly of the International Parliamentary Conference on 
Commerce to be held at Rome beginning next week, and 
transmitting copy of a pamphlet entitled " Rapports et 
Notices Relatifs aux Questions Inscrites a son Programme" 
<Reports and Notices Relating to Questions Included in the 
Program) , which, with the accompanying pamphlet, was 
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

FUNCTIONS OF THE PANAMA CANAL (S.DOC. NO. 26) 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Governor of the Panama Canal, submitting, pur
suant to Senate Resolution 351, Seventy-second Congress, a 
detailed report of the functions of the Panama Canal, the 
statutory authority therefor, the total annual expenditures, 
etc., which, with the accompanying report, was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

FUNCTIONS OF THE PANAMA RAILROAD CO. (S.DOC. NO. 27) 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the president of the Panama Railroad Co., submitting, 
pursuant to Senate Resolution 351, Seventy-second Congress, 
a detailed report of the functions of the company, the stat
utory authority therefor, the total annual expenditures, etc., 
which, with the accompanying report, was ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a resolution 
adopted at the third annual meeting of the Texas Livestock 
Marketing Association, at Fort Worth, Tex., endorsing the 
Agricultural Marketing Act and the work of the Federal 
Farm Board, and urging the retention of said act and the 
continuation of its administration under the Federal Farm 
Board, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted at the 
third annual meeting of stockholders of the National Finance 
Credit Corporation of Texas, at Fort Worth, Tex., endorsing 
the present set-up of the livestock credit corporations pro
vided by the Agricultural Marketing Act and operated and 
administered under the Federal Farm Board, and favoring 
the continuation and strengthening of the livestock credit 
corporations provided by the Agricultural Marketing Act and 
also the retention of said act and of the Federal Farm Board. 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 
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Mr. TOWNSEND presented the fallowing concurrent reso

lution of the Legislature of the State of Delaware. which 
was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry: 

ONE HUNDRED AND FOURTH GENERAL AssEMBLY, 
STATE OF DELAWARE. 

House Concurrent Resolution 27 
We hereby certify that the enclosed is the s~e house concur

rent resolution as was passed in regular session by both houses of 
the one hundred and fourth general assembly. 

J. THOMAS ROBINSON, 
Speaker of the House. 

w. A. SUNONTON, 
President Pro Tempore of the Senate. 

We hereby certify that the enclosed house conClµTent resolution 
fs properly backed. stamped, and sealed, and fs the same house
concurrent resolution as above certified to. 

Certified with-

OWEN K. MOORE, 
Bill Clerk of the House. 

KARLENE H . CARPENTER, 
BiU Clerk of the Senate. 

EDWIN E. SHALLCROSS, 
Clerk of the House. 

WM. p ; SHORT, 
Secretary of the Senate. 

House Concurrent Resolution 27 
Whereas the Congress of the United States has authorized the 

President to reviSe all appiopriations for the operation of the 
Federal Government; and 

Whereas information has I>eei:i received that in such revisions 
there is a possibility that all Federal aid to the states be discon
tinued; and 

Whereas if such Federal aid were discontinued such action would 
seriously impair, and possibly eliminate, some important functions 
of State government in the State of Delaware; and 

Whereas these said functions are of vital concern to the agriculture 
of the State of Delaware, inasmuch as elimination of all Federal 
aid for experiment stations would probably cause the closing of 
the agricultural experiment station of the State of Delaware; 
elimination of Federal aid for cooperative extension work in agri
culture and home economics would cause the disintegration of 
that work; the elimination of Federal grants for education in agri
culture and mechanic arts would probably result in th.e abolish
ment of the School of Agriculture in the University of Delaware; 
and elimination of all Federal grants for vocational agriculture 
would seriously cripple the vocational school work in the State; 
and 

Whereas the agricultural population would be deprived of all 
assistance, guidance, and instruction in their farming operations 
at a time when such assistance, guidance, and instruction is of 
paramount importance to their welfare; and 

Whereas the State of Delaware is financially unable to replace 
Federal grants in aid by State funds: Be it 

Resolved, That we, the General Assembly of the State of Dela
ware, do hereby petition and implore Hon. Franklin D. Roose
velt, President of the United State, that complete elimination 
of Federal grants to States for teaching, research, an<;t extension 
work in agriculture does not take place. We petition that the 
President of the United States give serious consideration to the 
fact that abolishment of all Federal grants to the States might 
result in destroying the School of Agriculture of the University 
of Delaware and the cessation of all its functions, including re
search, experimentation, extension work, and collegiate instruction 
ln the science .and art of agriculture, and that the elimination of 
a.id from the School of Agriculture of the University of Delaware 
would work an undue hardship upon farmers and the agricultural 
industry of Delaware. 

That a copy of this resolution be sent to the President of the 
United States and to each United States Senator and Representa
tive in Congress from the State of Delaware. 

BANKING, CURRENCY, AND SILVER PROBLEMS 

Mr. COSTIGAN. Mr. President •. the disturbed economic 
conditions have resulted in numerous memorials, resolutions, 
and other communications designed to advise the Congress 
of the judgment of di:fierent citizens on remedies to be 
applied by Federal legislation. Such communications are 
entitled to suitable reference and record. Accordingly, I 
send to the desk and ask to have placed in . the RECORD and 
appropriately ref erred two joint memorials of the Colorado 
Legislature, one on farm conditions and the other with 
respect to the production of nonmetallic minerals'; a peti
tion of some 66 citizens of Boone, Colo., on banking and 
currency problems, and resolutions on the remonetization of 
silver received, respectively, from the council of the city and 
county of Denver, the Junior Chamber of Commerce of 
Boulder, and the Montrose County Chamber of Commerce, of 
Montrose. Colo. 

·There being no objection, the memorials, resolutions, etc., 
presented by Mr. COSTIGAN, were received, ordered to be 
noted in the RECORD, and referred as follows: 

To the Committee on Appropriations: 
A joint memorial of the Legislature of the State of Colo

rado, favoring the making of appropriations for the Mineral 
Leasing Division of the United States Geological Survey 
sufficient to enable the division to function efficiently for the 
protection of the oil, gas, coal. and nonmetallic mineral re
sources of the Western States. (See joint memorial printed 
in full when laid before the Senate by the Vice President on 
the 10th instant, p. 1408, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

To the Committee on Banking and Currency: 
A joint memorial of the Legislature of the State of Colo

rado, favoring the passage of the so-called "Frazier farm 
relief bill " for the refinancing of farm mortgages. CSee joint 
memorial printed in full when laid before the Senate by the 
Vice President on Feb. 27. 1933, p. 5065. CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, 72d Cong., 2d sess.) ; 

A petition of sundry citizens of Boone, Colo.. praying for 
the retirement, by graduated tax, of all private bank notes 
emitted by ·private corporations and circulated as currency, 
and the issuance in their· stead of United States notes in 
amounts sufficient for the useful ends of a representative 
currency, and the establishment of United States banks as 
banks of depooit and exchange for the transaction of the 
business of the people, to the end that the Government shall 
have and maintain absolute control over the issue and cir
culation of the medium of exchange; 

A resolution of the mayor and Board of Councilmen of th"e 
City and County of Denver, Colo .• favoring the passage ·of 
legislation providing for the free and unlimited coinage of 
silver on a correct ratio with gold; 

A resolution of the Boulder (Colo.> Junior Chamber of 
Commerce, favoring the passage of legislation remonetizing 
silver at a ratio of not less than 30 to 1 in its relationship to 
gold, and the establishment of silver currency as legal 
tender; and · 

A resolution of the Chamber of Commerce of Montrose, 
Colo., favoring the passage of legislation to secure a larger 
use of silver in the monetary system on the basis of the pres
ent ratio of coinage. 

6-HOUR DAY AND 5-DAY WEEK 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I present and ask to have 
inserted in the REcoRn a telegram from the Idaho Mining 
Association relative to the so-called "30-hour week bill", 
and ask that it be printed in the RECORD and lie on the table. 

There being no objection, the telegram was ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

WALLACE, IDAHO, April 14, 1933. 
Senator Wn.LIAM E. BORAH, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 
I am mailing to you and to the other Id.aha representatives in 

Co.ngress and to Secretary of Labor Perkins a protest against what 
we understand to be the provisions of the bill presented by Sena
tor BLACK, of Alabama, providing for a 30-hour week and a 6-hour 
daily shift in industry, which would include mining. We are not 
objecting to the 30- or 32-hour week, but we a.re objecting to the 
establishment of a 6-hour day, which would result in very sub
stantial increase in operating cost, especially in those branches of 
the mining industry which are carried on 24-hour basis. These 
industries are now operating without profit and for the benefit of 
the community, consequently to the injury of the owner. · A 
6-hour day would necessarily result in a very substantial reduction 
in the daily wages of those qccupied in that portion of the industry 
which is carried on for the full 24 hours daily or the extra cost 
would be of such a substantial amount that there is grave risk 
it would result in the suspension of some of these operations. 

lDAHo MrmNa AssocIATION, 
L. E. °HANLEY, President. 

HOSPITAL TRANSFERS OF VETERANS 
Mr. -LEWIS. Mr. President, I tender a telegram from 

the Governor of the State of Illinois, addressed to me, and 
ask that it may be inserted in the RECORD, because it con
tains information on an important public subject. 

There being no objection, the telegram was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
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SPRINGFIELD, ILL., April 13, 1933. 

Senator JAMES HAMILTON LEWIS, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Orders issued by Hines, Federal Veterans Administrator, directs 
immediate transfer compensible veterans' cases from State insti
tutions to Hines Hospital. Representatives State Department, 
American Legion, and National Rehabilitation Committee desire 
to present facts to you as quickly as possible. Urgently request 
you contact President immediately, obtaining deferring of carry
ing out order transferring these patients pending opportunity to 
present facts to him. This request made for our department, 
public welfare, and otlicial representatives of Legion. Represent
atives of State and National Legion will be in Washington any 
time you will see them to give you the details. Am therefore 
asking that you permit them to see you at once. It is felt that 
the proper care of many invalided veterans and the peace of 
mind of their families are at stake. Please answer. 

HENRY HORNER, Governor. 

REFINANCING OF AGRICULTURAL INDEBTEDNESS 
Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 

to have published in the RECORD and appropriately referred, 
a resolution adopted by the North Dakota Holiday Associa
tion. 

There being no obection, the resolution was referred to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

We urge Congress to immediately pass legislation for the re
financing of the farm indebtedness under the provisions of the 
Frazier bill, or similar legislation. In any event the interest rate 
and amortized payments should not exceed 3 percent interest. 
The business of financing should come directly from the Govern
ment without the intervention of banking racketeers to add 
more to the farmers' interest rate. 

We demand the immediate removal from their positions of all 
the present officers of the Federal Land Bank of St. Paul and 
a ·thorough checking and house-cleaning in every department of 
that institution, and the immediate appointment of new, fair, 
able, and courteous men to take charge of the Federal Land Bank 
of St. Paul, to the end that this bank may regain the good will 
and confidence of the general public and again be made to func
tion as it should and deal with borrowers in a human, civil, and 
businesslike way. We urge the President and Congress to insist 
that an agencies hereafter organized to distribute Government 
finance or any other benefit to the farmers shall be placed in 
the hands of competent, public-spirited men, and that no banker 
be ever allowed to see the inside of any such agency. We de
clare that during our lifetime we have never known of a compe
tent banker who was a public-spirited citizen. They should not 
be allowed to ever be connected with or interested in any finance 
plan intended to aid farmers. 

We condemn the practice of appointing reactionary ex-bank
ers and others who have heretofore only exploited the farmers 
to act in set-ups to carry out laws now enacted and intended 
to help and benefit farmers, and point out the futility and use
lessness of passing progressive and helpful laws for agriculture 
only to leave their execution to petty reactionaries who will not 
carry out such laws either in letter or spirit. 

We commend Governor Langer for his debt and foreclosure 
moratorium proclamation of March 22, 1933, and recommend 
that it be continued in force at least until November 1, 1934:. 
We call attention to the Debt Adjustment Act of the Province of 
Saskatchewan, Canada., providing for a debt moratorium, and 
which does not terminate until March 1, 1936. We submit that 
conditions are so bad in North Dakota that it will also take yea.rS 
for our people to stage a financial come-back. 

We d.irect that copies of this resolution be furnished President 
.Roosevelt, United States Senators Lynn J. Frazier and Gerald P. 
Nye, Congressmen J. H. Sinclair and William Lemke, Gov. 
William Langer, members of the President's Cabinet, and be given 
publication. 

The foregoing ls a true copy of a resolution passed unani
mously on April 7, 1933, at a considerable gathering of members 
of the North Dakota Hollday Association held at the courthouse 
at Crosby, N.Dak. 

Dated April 8, 1933. 
OLAF BRAATELIEN, 

Acting Secretary, . 
General Counsel, North Dakota Holiday Association, 

Post Office, Crosby, N.Dak. 

Mr. SCHALL. Mr. President, I am in receipt of a letter 
which is self-explanatory and so apropros of the present dis
cussion that I ask permission to have it put in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Senator THOMAS SCHALL, 
Washington, D.C. 

ST. JAMES, MINN., April 7, 1933. 

DEAR SENATOR: Due to the present conditions I feel that some
thing should be done to refinance the agricultural indebtedness, 
and something more should be done to encourage agriculture. 
The poor farmers are having a terrible time and we can notice it 
more than anyone else here at the courthouse. They cannot meet 

their taxes nor their interest, and day by day farms are taken 
away from good, old, reliable farmers that have spent a lifetime on 
the farm. Farmers who have worked hard and faithful but have 
had a great deal of sickness, and what you might call real hard 
luck in farming due to unknown conditions, and now they are 
relieved of their small holdings due to interest and taxes. 

I think that the Frazier bill would be a great help to the 
farmers, although I do think that a board could be omitted as 
some otlicer in the courthouse could act as such along with his 
other duties. 

I know of a case that was foreclosed on last year and the time 
for redemption is soon up. This is one of the finest farms in 
Watonwan County and owned by Casper Brackelsberg, of River
dale. This is the old homestead that his father proved up on. 
They had a family and some of them were not so well and Mr. 
Brackelsberg was forced to leave the farm after he had drained it 
completely and built up a fine lot of buildings for which he had to 
go in debt for, then the hard times came along and Mr. Brackels
berg could not make his interest payments, and just as soon as 
the interest date passed they started foreclosure as it was a won
derful farm to get for that amount of money. Here he is old, 
his earning days are over, and he is losing that which he holds 
so dear, the" old home farm." This is just one case, we have lots 
of them, and it seems to me that for the good of our country 
(and we will always have the farmer if the rest of the world ex
pects to survive) some legislation should ·be passed to help these 
cases. 

The farmers in this great State are looking to you men for help 
and we hope that you will do something soon. 

Yours truly, 
J. E. SETRUM, County Auditor. 

AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION 
Mr. SCHALL. Mr. President, I ask to have printed in the 

RECORD a letter from H. F. Betsinger, of Annandale, Minn., 
setting forth some thoughts I believe worthy of being given 
notice. I also ask to have printed in the RECORD the extract 
from the letter of President Roosevelt, to which reference 
is made by Mr. Betsinger, and that both letters may be 
appropriately referred. 

There being no objection, the letters were ref erred to the 
Committee on .Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

ANNANDALE, MINN., April 8, 1933. 
Hon. THOMAS SCHALL, 

Senator, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. SCHALL: Your stand on legislative matters has been 

very gratifying, and I commend your actions. 
I add my protest to that voiced by Ed. O'Neal, President of the 

American Farm Bureau Federation, in regard to the drastic econ
omy proposed by the Director of the Budget, cutting aid for 
agricultural education. Curtailment of the extension service, ex
periment stations, agricultural colleges, and vocational agricul
tural education would be out of line with the policy of President 
Roosevelt, as stated in a letter of his to the Progressive Farmer. 
Copy of said letter enclosed. 

I agree with Mr. O'Neal in that deftation has gone far enough, 
and that it is time for work to be begun to establish a stable 
dollar. When college-trained teachers in our local consolidated 
school are hired at $60 a month, a reduction of 50 percent in the 
last 2 years, we have only one illustration. And this in the face 
of rising commodity prices. 

You have the backing and best wishes of your constituency in 
your endeavors to help right the social and econom1c situation. 
The people are expecting much and should not be disappointed. 

Respectfully yours, 
H. F. BETSINGER. 

"A FRIEND AT COURT 
"I believe thoroughly in agricultural education. I regard it as 

one of the most important and essential branches of the whole 
educational etrort that is being carried on in the United States. 
I am a firm believer also in the value of the cooperative research 
and experimental work and the extension service which State 
institutions in cooperation with the Federal Government are 
rendering. 

"I think it would be nothing short of a disaster if any of this 
work were seriously curtailed. Particularly in these times when 
farmers are having such a desperate struggle to maintain them
selves. I think it supremely important that they should have the 
benefit of the expert advice that colleges, experiment stations, 
and extension services are able to give them, and it is equally 
important that we should continue to hold out to their children 
opportunities for an education that will make them something 
more than field drudges. 

"What I have said with respect to the agricultural colleges and 
their allied services applies with equal force to the lesser schools 
01' agriculture and to the agricultural education now being car
ried on with such excellent promise in consolidated high schools 
in the rural communities. 

"I am glad that I have the opportunity of expressing myself 
on this subject, on which I have very strong convictions." {Presi
dent-elect Franklin D. Roosevelt in a letter to the editor of the 
Progressive Farmer.) 
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FOREIGN DOLLAR BONDS IN DEFAULT WITH INTEREST 

Mr. FLETCHER presented a statement of the American 
Council of Foreign Bondholders, Inc., by Max Winkler, 
president, New York City, N.Y., which was referred to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency and ordered to be 
printed in the RE<::oRD, as follows: 

l Letter No. 25] 
NEW YORK CITY, April 5, 1933. 

FOREIGN DOLLAR BONDS IN DEFAULT WITH INTEREST-PART II 
Analysis of foreign dollar debt in default with interest payments 

demonstrates that about 44 percent of the total amount out
standing is contained under the head of national government 
issues; 18¥.z percent is provincial and 13¥.z percent municipal 
government debt; 8 percent are bank loans; and 16 percent are 
bonds sponsored by institutes and corporations, including rail
roads. Perhaps the most discouraging feature of the situation is 
that so large a proportion of the whole should be national or 
federal government obligations, since evidently the superior re
sources of supreme powers should enable them to continue pay
ments after political subdivisions and corporations give up the 
struggle and confess their insolvency. 

In Argentina, Colombia, Austria, and Hungary the National 
Governments have hitherto been able to pay interest in cash on 
their debts by the sacrifice of provincial, municipal, and corpora
tion credit, using as a weapon their power to control foreign
exchange transactions. Generally speaking, this attitude has been 
defensible, but some injustice was inevitable. There are Provinces 
and cities in South America which could resume payment of bond 
service tomorrow if permitted to do so, and bondholders who 
carefully and skillfully selected the obligations of those political 
subdlvislons for investment have good reason to feel aggrieved. 

Such exercise of arbitrary power on the part of executives may 
have the effect to curtail or put a stop to the offerings of provin
cial and municipal loans in this market when fore.ign government 
financing recommences, as it certainly will, at least for South and 
Central America. This change will be welcome to national execu
tives, who have always deplored the constant drain on trade bal
ances caused by remittances of provincial foreign bond service and 
the loss of prestige when a city or a Province has defaulted In the 
past. 

Foreign dollar bonds in default with interest payments, Marr. 1933 

National governments: 
Chile_ --- __ - -- ---------- - -- --------Brazil _________ ------ _____________ _ 
Peru_ _____________________________ _ 
Russin_ ____ -- - -- -- - --- - ----- - - - ---
Bolivia ___________ ---------- ---- ---
Yugoslavia ____ --------- ----- _____ _ 
Greece __ ________ -------- ---- --- ---
Bulgaria _____ ------- ______________ _ 
Sa1vador ______ ___ ------- _____ ----
Costa Rica ___ ---------------------

Provincial governments: 

Ou ts tan ding 

$175, 405, 000 
144, li72, 500 
87, 210,000 
75, 000,000 
59,42'2,000 
43,&>1,000 
36, 518, 500 
16, 988, 500 
12, 66a, 000 
7, 198,000 

Brazil __ ------ ----------- ---------- 119., 619, 300 
Argentina __ ----------------------- 78, 855, 500 
Colombia__________________________ 61, 172, 500 
Austria.___________________________ 16, 056, 400 

Municipal governments: 
Brazil ___ ---------------- ----------
Hungary __ - ----------------------
Austria_ ____ ____ --------- --_-------Colombia_ ________________________ _ 

Chile _____ -- - - - ---- ------ --------
Argentina ________ ___________ ------

Uruguay - - - - -------- ----- ---------
Peru __ ________ ----_ - --- -- - - --- - - - --
Germany ____________ ---------- ___ _ 

Banks: 
Chile _______ ---------------- -------
Colombia _______ _ ---------- _______ _ 
Yugoslavia _____ -------_---- ______ _ 
Hungary __ ------------------------

Institutes and corporations: 
Sweden_ ____ ------ __ ------_---- ___ _ 
Chile _______ ------------- ----- ----
Hungary ___ -----------------------
Holland __ ------------------------- · Austria __________________________ _ 

Brazil __ ---------------------------
Costa Rica __ ----------------------

66,943,500 
32, 152, 000 
29, 209,500 
22. 210, 900 
20,459,000 
10, 647, 500 
10,420, 000 
2,887,000 
1, 287,000 

85, 319, 000 
16, 165, 500 
10,693,500 

9, 382, 000 

144. 006, 000 
44, 700,000 
28, 927, 500 
9,600,000 
6, m,400 
2,610, 500 
1, 700, 000 

Tota1 out
standing 

Originally 
issued 

$558. 881, 500 $710, 062, 000 

'Z75, 703, 700 321. 118, 500 

196, 222, 400 220, 111, CKXl 

121. 560, 000 134, 900, 000 

238, 321, 400 263,MS,OOO 

TotaL_ ------------------------- -------------- 1, 490, 689, 000 1, 649, 839, 500 

NATIONAL GOVERNM.ENTS 

If certain contillc,o-ent liabilities of the 10 national governments 
1n default were t:l be added to the sum of $658,881,500 shown in 
the table as outstanding, the aggregate of Federal debt in default 
would be considerably greater, but although some of these items 
could more properly be classed t.mder this heading in the case 
of bonds specifically guaranteed, confusion might be created 

thereby, since the market knows most of these securities as bank 
and railroad obligations. 

On the other hand, there are redeeming features regarding each 
of the nationalities here listed, except with respect to Chile, Peru, 
Russia, and Bolivia, seeing that all of the others are paying either 
In interest-bearing scrip, in currency, or by partial cash remittances. 

The liabilities of national governments were discussed at more 
length in a previous bulletin, but the relative volume o! each 
direct federal debt in default is here more clearly Indicated, and 
is noteworthy. 

Peru owes and defaults on just double the amount ascribed to 
Yugoslavia. Bolivia defaults on considerably more than Greece 
and Bulgaria combin9d. Russia and Brazil are in classes by them
selves, since nobody knows what amount of debt could be use
fully and comfortably carried by them if good government were 
assured for a d.ecade. The Chilean National Government is in 
default on a total principal amount of $260,724,000 if the guar
anteed State M:>rtgage Bank loans are included. Compare with 
the other defaulting governments, most of whom have done some
thing for the protection of bondholders. 

PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENTS 

Not every sovereign power permits its political subdivisions to 
contract foreign obligations. It is, therefore, not surprising that 
the provincial securities of only four nations are in default on 
their dollar loam;. 

In both Brazil and Colombia the respective States and Depart
ments have always enjoyed extensive autonomy, which will prob
ably be restricted In the future. Several of them are in serious 
difficulties, a condition which reflects adversely on national credit, 
and the federal governments are now in a position to exact a price 
for their assistance. 

However, plans for a new foreign debt regime are complicated 
by the incidence that in each of those countries there is one 
political subdlvislon, more powerful, wealthy, and advanced than 
the others, which has plunged deeply into debt and, while de· 
manding every particle of support that the federal government 
and legislature can bestow, defies interference with its domestic 
affairs. 

San Paulo State in Brazil and Antioquia Department in Co
lombia merit the confidence of investors for their excellent past 
record and praiseworthy industrial progress. It may be taken for 
granted that they will eventually regain a measu!"e of their past 
prestige, but it is devoutly to be hoped that resumption of pay
ments by other provincial governments in Brazil and Colombia will 
not be retarded during the process of rehabilitation by these two 
politically predominant States. 

A Government commission in Brazil is endeavoring to elaborate 
a scheme for nationalization of the State foreign debts, but noth· 
ing practical has resulted, although the commission has been in 
existence for a year. At least two of the States are evidently 
buying their own bonds In this market, and San Paulo proposes 
to use all available funds for this purpose, giving promissory notes 
for current service requirements. 

Action by the Government of Antioquia may be delayed until 
settlement of the conflict with Peru. 

Argentine provincial government debt has never been rated by 
competent observers at anything approaching the level of national 
Argentine credit. It was obvious 2 years ago that the brunt of 
financial st!'ait would have to be borne by the Provinces in case 
full payment of bond service on all Argentine foreign obligations, 
funded and floating, should be found impossible to maintain. 

The provincial debt of Austria is the least of that small re
public's worries. 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENTS 

The aggregate of municipal foreign-dollar debt in default is 
large, owing to the relatively heavy indebtedness of four cities, 
namely, Rio de Janeiro, Vienna, Budapest, and San Paulo, on 
which nearly $100,000,000 is outstanding. 

It is a moot question whether the loans of capital cities in 
some countries should be considered national government debt. 
Argentina does so consider the obligations of Buenos Aires City, 
wh.ich is, of course, not in the Province of Buenos A.ires. Rio de 
Janeiro, Santiago, and Lima are purely national strongholds. 
Bogota is technically in the Department of Cundinamarca, but 
manages its own affairs as the seat of the federal government. 
Vienna and Budapest are the essence of Austrian and Hungarian 
sovereignty. 

There are four consolidated municipal loans in default. One o! 
these, a Chilean obligation, is sponsored by 65 towns, and the 
number of cities and towns embellished at the cost of American 
bondholders runs well over 100, financed by 31 bond issues of 
9 nationalities. 

As a general rule the outlook for resumption of payments and 
permanence thereof is at least as good as, if not better than, by 
the provincial governments. There have been several instances of 
city councils protesting against a national embargo on remittances. 

BANKS 

Bank loans in default on dollar-interest payments number 18, 
but the enormous total outstanding debt of the Chilean Mortgage 
Bank, $83,319,000, overshadows the rest, and is one of the most 
regrettable features of New York foreign :financing. 

These are direct Government loans. and could quite well be in
cluded under national government debts, but they were accepted 
by this market as bank loans and must be discrimillated as such 
in order to avoid misunderstanding. 

When Chilean credit began to wane under the weight of the 
dollar-debt pyramid, bankers asked for speci~c guaranties which 
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Chile, in its arrogance, refused to grant; but the Government was 
w1lling to guarantee the obligations o! its own mortgage bank, 
and since a bank loan secured by the Government is practically 
the same thing as a Government loan secured by the State Mort
gage Bank, the guaranty, although worthless, was accepted and 
proved more eft'ective as a lure than as a safeguard. 

Three Colombian banks which obtained loans in this market, 
and which are now in default, may resume payments on a reduced 
schedule earlier than the provincial governments. Bank of Co
lombia, Mortgage Bank of Colombia, and Mortgage Bank of Bogota 
are highly respected institutions 1n Colombia, and the first named 
has good foreign connections. 

Principal and interest of State Mortgage Bank of Yugoslavia is 
guaranteed by the Government under the laws of its organization. 

All Hungarian banks which have been financed in this market 
are old-established concerns, which may be trusted to honor their 
obligations, at least in part, as soon as economic conditions of the 
country permit them to remit bond service. 

INSTITUTES AND CORPORATIONS 

If from the total of $238,321,400, principal amount of 16 loans, 
are deducted the Swedish Kreuger defaults and the debts of two 
Chilean nitrate plants, only $49,615,000 would remain under this 
heading. 

Creditors of the match concerns may at least feel assured that 
the Swedish Government and the receivers will do their utmost to 
secure for them the available assets. 

The Anglo-Chilean and Lautaro Nitrate Corporations are re
spectable business entities, which have been well managed in the 
past. Unfortunately, the whole nitrate situation is inextricably 
mixed up with the Chilean Government insolvency and fiscal dis
order, or these immense organizations, which have been thoroughly 
modernized, would be able to pay some bond interest even now. 

Hungary is the only other debtor of over $10,000,000 in this 
category. The item is composed exclusively of institutions which 
bear a strong resemblance to mortgage banks under another name. 

Brazil and Costa Rica are represented by two railroads. The 
Paulista Railway, of San Paulo, Brazil, is a splendid property, 
etllciently managed, about which bondholders need have no anxiety 
beyond their participation in the general disabil1ty arising out of 
temporary foreigfi-exchange restrictions. The Pacific Railway of 
Costa Rica 7Yz-percent bonds are a straight Government obliga
tion, and are so treated in the funding plan of that Government. 

GERMANY 

It is needless to underestimate the consequences to the entire 
German economic structure, as well as to the country's relations 
with the rest of the world, of the policy pursued, or reported to be 
pursued, by the present German administration. While funda
mental conditions in the Reich have improved to an apureciable 
extent, as evidenced by a number of barometric ind.ices, the atti
tude maintained by the Nazi government may, unless arrested in 
time, have a profound effect upon German industry, commerce, 
finance, and politics. On the other hand, tf the more rational 
element in Germany will analyze the existing conditions, and the 
results which Hitler's suicidal policy may have, a prompt change 

-may be decided upon by the President of the Republic, who still 
has the power to dismiss the chancellor if he so chooses." Whether 
it is possible for Hindenburg to resort to such a step under th9 
present conditions in Germany, with the Reichswehr apparently 
on the side of the Nazi chief, is something that cannot be answered 
at the moment with any degree of definiteness. 

At any rate, the evaluation of German bonds today is rendered 
very ditllcult, because whatever judgment ts handed down W1l1 have 
to be based upon sentiment and psychology rather than funda
mentals. While the National-Socialist- group -has been, to a large 
extent, responsible for the success at Lausanne last summer, in 
connection with the virtual elimination of all reparations pay-

-ments, it is to be regretted that Germany did not take advantage 
of the friendly feeling which seems to have been built up abroad, 
particularly in the -United States. Public opinion_ migh~ have 
aided Germany 1n achieving, in the realm of politics, what she has 
managed to accomplish in the field of finance. Reference is made 
to certain territorial adjustments in the East, which Germany is 
particularly anxious to achieve, and also to radical modifications of 
the Versailles Treaty. The Hitler policy is bound to render all this 
very diffi.cult, if not altogether impossible. 

The present activities of the Nazi regime are apparently designed 
to carry out some of the campaign promises which · are scheduled 
to lead the nation to recovery, to prosperity, honor, and glory. 
Before very long, it should become clear whether these promises 
will materialize. Nobody knows. One thing, however, is certain. 
In the long run, logic and reason must gain the upper hand. 
What sacrifices Germany and the world may have to make before 
they will return is something that no one can state today with 
certainty. 

So long as the situation will continue in its present state, Ger
man bonds, including those of the better class, are likely to display 
a downward tendency. 

URUGUAY 

S"s of 1946, largely because of the unwarranted discrepancy in 
quotations compared with other Uruguayan issues. 

It may perhaps be of interest to learn that Uruguay's first loan 
in the American market synchronized with her default in regard 
to sinking-fund payments; this apparently did not deter us from 
calling upon the American public to take up Uruguayan issues. 
The liberality which characterized our lending to Uruguay may 
to . some extent account for the ind.11!erence on the part of the 
Republic toward her foreign, including American, creditors. Uru
guayan loans outstanding in the American market aggregated as 
of January l, 1933, almost $65,000,000, which, 1f added to our 'so
called " direct investments " in the Republic, brings America's 
total stake up to well over $90,000,000. 

Another interesting point to which attention may be directed is 
the fact that while American investments in Uruguay increased 
most pronouncedly since the war, resulting in a marked advance 
in our trade with the Republic, the commercial development of the 
country has not been in proportion to the amount of American 
capital which had flowed into it. Furthermore, the existence of a 
trade balance favorable to the United States may well give rise to 
the question whether the sharp increase in the amount of Ameri
can capital going into Uruguay was entirely warranted and whether 
Great Britain may not have proved a more logical place for our 
southern neighbor to seek financial accommodations. However 
the British knew better. ' 

COLOMBIA DECREES A MORATORIUM 

Announcement on March 29 of a Colombian Government decree 
establishing a moratorium for interest payments on the national 
funded foreign debt caused a sharp break in Colombian 6's and 
Agric~tural Mortgage Bank issues and softened the whole South 
Amencan list. 

April 15, when a coupon ls payable on the Agricultural Mort
gage Bank 6's of 1948, is the first date when this suspension can 
become effective, and if funds for this payment have already been 
remitted, there will be no actual default until July 1 when 
Government 6's of 1927-28 should yield the usual half-yearly 
interest quota. 

While the text of the decree has not yet been promulgated 
here, a United Press dispatch quotes the Finance Minister as 
having stated that the Government is conducting conversations 
with foreign bankers seeking to arrive at an accord regarding the 
moratorium, which indicates that some satisfaction will be given 
to bondholders-possibly scrip payments of interest. 

Another report claims that the decree also authorizes negotia
tion with the Government's creditors for modification of th~ 
terms as to interest, amortization, and the money in which 
debt service is to be payable. 

In previous bulletins the Council warned bondholders of the 
dangerous situation created by the war with Peru, and also inti
mated that a scaling down of interest rates might be needful 
and would be advantageous to the creditors of Colombia, espe
cially to holders of departmental and municipal bonds 

It is much to be regretted that the press of this cou~try dld 
not make vigorous protest against Peru's high-handed procedure 
in occupying Leticia in September of last year. Action by the 
League of Nations may still be effective to prevent a spread of 
hostilities to the coast, if the other Pacific powers of America will 
veto naval operations and support the League's dictum that Peru 
must withdraw from Leticia. 

However, this intervention by the League c~me too late to save 
American investors from the obligation to finance a senseless and 
futile war. President Olaya has done his utmost to maintain 
interest payments on the national debt,- but the Colombian people 
are now thoroughly roused and will insist on devoting all Gov
ernment resources to defend the national territory. 

Yearly interest on the outstanding principal amount of the slx . 
bond issues hitherto preserved intact by the Colombian Govern
ment, in regard to interest payments, totals $4,106,355; and the 
sum of default will apparently be increased by $67 716 500 later 
this year 6n account of this development alone. ' ' 

AMERICAN CouNcn. oF FOREIGN BosoHoLDERS, INC., 
MAx WINKLER, President. 

AFFILIATION OF MUTUAL SAVINGS BANKS WITH FEDERAL RESERVE 
SYSTEM 

Mr. LONERGAN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have inserted in the RECORD and referred to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency a statement of the Mutual 
Savings Banks Association as to the affiliation of that class 
of banks with the Federal Reserve System as a~sociate mem
bers. 

There being no objection, the ~tatement was referred to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

METHOD OF ACCOMPLISHMENT 

The latest news from South America confirms our previously It ls suggested that mutual savings banks be permitted to enter 
expressed fears. Whether developments in Uruguay will be fol- the system on a limited basis, as follows: 
lowed by a complete suspension of payments by the Government is 1. (a) Purchase stock in Federal Reserve System where permitted 
still too early to state. At any rate, quotations of obligations may under existing State laws; where State laws do not permit stock 
be assumed to hav~ discounted to an appreciable extent complete investments, provide that mutual savings banks may make de
default. It is for this reason that we would advise retention of the posit with Federal Reserve bank equal to proper allotment o! 
Uruguay 6-percent bonds, but would recommend disposing of the I stock until permissive State legislation is enacted. 
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(b) Basis of stock allocation to be determined by obta1nlng 

average ratio of deposits to capital stock of member ba.nks, and 
from this ratio, applied to deposits of mutual savings banks, de
velop a computed base. 

2. Maintain a cash deposit with the Federal Reserve System 
equal to 2 percent of their total deposits as a maximum. Justifi
cation for the lower percentage than required of member banks 
is that the participation of benefits by mutual savings banks will 
be more limited and will not be constant, but merely utilized dur
ing emergency. 

3. Maintain securities eligible for discount, such as govern
ments, short term municipals, etc., equal to 8 percent of their 
deposits, to be utilized for advances from the Federal Reserve 
System in case of need. 

4. During an emergency, permit additional advances up to six 
times the cash deposit by the use of 90-day notes secured to the 
satisfaction of the Federal Reserve bank by other high-grade 
bonds as collateral. 
SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS OF BANKING LAWS WITH REFERENCE TO 

MUTUAL SAVINGS BANKS 

The primary purpose of this memorandum is to present the 
facts which justify the affiliation of mutual savings banks with 
the Federal Reserve System as associate members, the method by 
which it could be accomplished, and the necessity for the exten
sion of any Federal deposit insurance plan to include mutual 
savings banks in the event such plan applies to savings accounts 
of commercial banks. 

Mutual savings banks, since they do not have capital stock, are 
not at present eligible for membership in the Federal Reserve 
System. These banks number 574, located in 18 States, with 
assets of $11,180,208,996 and with 13,268,466 depositors, as of 
January 1, 1933. Most of them are in densely populated areas in 
the financial and industrial centers. Although of outstanding 
importance, in view of their volume of deposits and the number 
of depositors, they are entirely outside of the central banking 
system of the country, and have access to the Federal Reserve 
System only through correspondent banks which are members of 
the System. Their deposits are equal in volume to two thirds of 
the commercial deposits in all the banks of the United States. 

As a rule mutual savings banks are not liquid to any consid
erable degree, since in their very nature they are community 
institutions and as a group have 54.6 percent of their deposits 
invested tn mortgages on homes. The rest of the deposits are 
invested for the most part in Government and municipal and 
long-term bonds of the highest type. They have not sought high 
or speculative returns, but only stability and safety. These latter 
investments are sometimes termed "legals" because they a.re 
usually prescribed by State law. 

Mutual savings banks are of a, quasi-public character; they 
have no stockholders, but all their assets are held for the benefit 
of their depositors. Their object, as stated 1n some of the early 
charters, is to receive and safely invest the savings of mechanics, 
laborers, and others, thus affording to such persons the advantages 
of security and interest for their money, and in this way amelio
rating the condition of the poor and laboring classes by engender
ing habits of industry and frugality. Its only object is the safe
keeping and provident investment of the funds of the depositors. 

Depositors in mutual savings banks are generally the small 
savers of the country, who are accumulating funds for old age or 
special purposes. These total savings represent an average deposit 
of $751.48 for approximately 1 out of every 9 people in the coun
try. The very fact that they have deposits in such banks indi
cates their belief in the stability of the United States and in its 
ability to protect their savings. 

In addition to advantages to small savers, mutual savings ban.ks 
are an indispensable part of the country's economic structure. 
They provide funds for home owners at small or no expense, with 
the added benefit that ordinarily these mortgage loans can be 
continued or extended at no cost. 

A splendid testimonial of the care exercised in making invest
ments is to be found in the fact that, by and large, the mutual 
savings banks, as a group, have a long and noteworthy record for 
safety, with but comparatively few failures. In New York, for 
instance, with a total of 140 savings banks, there have been since 
1844 only 3 of such banks closed with any losses to depositors and 
no closings since 1911, other than through mergers which pro
duced no losses to depositors. In Connecticut, with its 75 mutual 
savings banks, 1 bank was closed in 1911, which paid 86 cents 
per dollar of deposit. 

It is realized that perhaps the corporate powers exercised by 
the mutual savings banks are not entirely consistent with the 
original purposes of the Federal Reserve Act which was broad1y 
designed to serve commercial banking and to remedy defects in 
our national banking system. The Federal Reserve System, how
ever, has outgrown its original functions. The events of the past 
2 years have shown the necessity for a strong, liquid, and efficient 
central banking system. It must formulate and guide the policies 
of the entire banking field. In order to function most efficiently 
1n this respect, the Federal Reserve System should direct the 
policies of all banks in a general way, and, consequently, the 
law must be so framed as to permit banks to become members 
without undue hardships. 

Recently much emphasis has been made to depositors gen
erally of the desirabil1ty of membership in the Federal Reserve 
System and that members of the System have special advantages 
over banks which are not members. During the present period 
of extraordinary business depression and low level of public con
fidence. the nervousness has at times caused very great pressure, 

and indeed runs, on mutual savings ba·nks. To supply the cur
rency necessary to meet the demands of the depositors, mutual 
savings banks have in some cases been compelled to sell prime 
securities on a demoralized mark.et, thus sustaining considerable 
loss. Likewise, their demands on their correspondent commercial 
banks have imposed a very great strain on the commercial banks, 
which in some cases were under severe pr~ure for cash from 
other customers. 

A most important justification of this proposal, in addition to 
stabilizing the banking situation, is one resting on the need for 
currency control. Due to the large volume of deposits and the 
great number of depositors whose tendency to hoard may be the 
greatest, the failure to a.:tfiliate the mutual savings banks with 
the central banking system presents a constant and recurring 
menace to the stability of the entire banking system and cur
rency control. Bank runs are contagious; they lead to hoarding. 
Hoarding disturbs the whole currency balance. Savings-banks 
depositors are so numerous that it is important from the stand
point of preventing hoarding that the banks be put in a posi
tion to pay hysterical depositors. There is no way to check hoard
ing except by gaining confidence in banks. As a matter of 
psychology only those banks that can and do pay their depositors 
when they want to be paid gain and hold confidence. 

It ts suggested that the failure to adopt reasonable means to 
protect, in times of an extraord.1.nary depression, the 13,000,000 
depositors in mutual savings banks, may result in wrecking the 
remainder of our banking structure. These depositors must be 
protected, otherwise the deflation already being brought about 
by liquidation of commercial banks wtll be increased. These in
stitutions perform a useful public service in that they absorb a 
substantial proportion of Government and municipal securities. 

The inclusion of the mutual banks wm not encumber the Fed
eral Reserve System. As compared with other banking institu
tions the stabillty of the mutual savings banks is relatively high; 
consequently, no drastic expense would be required or undue bur
den imposed. 

The fact that mutual savings banks are entirely outside the 
central banking system of the country is due to restrictions of 
law and not through choice. The laws of some States require 
savings banks to be mutual institutions, the primary idea being 
that an institution of this character should be in the hands of 
disinterested persons, the profits, after deducting necessary ex
penses, to inure wholly to the benefit of depositors. Obviously, 
this legal restriction should not be permitted to operate to the 
disadvantage of such banks. 

Soon after its creation the Federal Reserve Board recognized 
the desirability of including mutual savings banks in the Federal 
Reserve System. In 1917 the Board recommended that the act 
be amended to authorize mutual savings banks to become asso
ciate members of the Federal Reserve System under prescribed 
conditions. In a press release the Board states . further that if 
such an amendment is adopted, such banks should "be required 
to carry a reserve balance with the Federal Reserve bank against 
their time deposits 1n the same proportion as member banks and 
that accommodations proposed for mutual savings banks be lim
tted strictly to the discount of their 30-day obligations." Subse
quently the mutual savings banks themselves approved an amend
ment along these general lines. Apparently the recommendation 
was never pressed to a conclusion. 

It is true that savings banks are theoretically protected to 
a certain degree by a notice clause. But during the past bank
ing strain the sa vtngs banks generally did not require the ob
servance of this clause, as such action would have added greatly 
to the general uneasiness and would have increased hoarding. 
It would also have tended to increase the strain brought upon 
member banks of the Federal Reserve System. · 

The statement is sometimes made by those not well informed 
that the mutual savings banks sh..'lµld not be treated as demand 
institutions. Whether or not from a theoretical standpoint they 
should operate more in the nature of an investment institution 
rather than as a demand bank 1s not important. The fact is that 
they have and do operate in that manner and a change cannot 
be made without serious disarrangement of our financial struc
ture. A long period of transitory readjustment would be required. 

METHOD OF ACCOMPLISHING AFFILIATION 

An affiliation on a limited basis in the Federal Reserve System 
seems feasible. The following principles should be observed: Sav
ings banks do not expect to obtain the benefits of the Federal 
Reserve System without accepting their proper share of responsi
billties, depending upon extent of their participation. The Gov
ernment is not expected to make special concessions to the mutual 
savings banks over other bank.S, but merely to provide for savings 
banks the same character of participation as is afforded other types 
of banking institutions. 

As a suggested basis for the proposed a.:tfiliation each mutual 
savings bank might in addition to its till money maintain a cash 
deposit at the Federal Reserve bank in an amount of 2 percent of 
its deposits. The interest on this cash-reserve deposit would pay 
for the cost of the service rendered by the Federal Reserve bank. 
Justification for a smaller percentage cash deposit than for member 
banks is that the mutual savings banks woUld not participate in 
the benefits of the Federal Reserve System to the same extent as 
member banks. Stock subscription in Federal Reserve System is 
not possible under present restrictive law governing savings-bank 
investments. 

Each bank might also be required to maintain on hand paper 
eligible for discount, largely securities of the Federal Government 
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and short-term municipals, ln an amount of 8 percent of its de
posits. As occasion might require, a mutual savings bank might 
deposit its eligible paper with the Federal Reserve bank for dis
count or for advances of currency. The provision for the use of 
eligible paper is precisely the same as for member banks. 

In case the sum obtained by this method should not be suffi
cient to meet the continued demand for currency on the part of 
the bank's customers, the bank could present "legals" to the 
Federal Reserve bank as collateral in sufficient volume to secure 
from the total cash reserve with the Federal Reserve bank five 
times the volume of that bank's deposit with the Federal Reserve 
bank. This additional provision for the use of high-grade bonds 
as collateral is suggested only for emergency use, similar to that 
provided in the recent emergency banking legislation . 
. The necessity of maintaining the Federal Reserve banks in 
liquid condition is realized. The mutual banks do not advocate 
membership as a means of converting into currency long-term obli
gations, neither do they advocate the use of mortgages ordinarily as 
a basis for loans. Both types of security should be used only as 
collateral to 90-day notes during an emergency. 

On a basis of demonstrated experience, the method outlined 
would produce an adequate amount to cover the demands brought 
about by any run on a bank. Most runs have been stopped before 
15 percent of the deposits have been withdrawn. So far as is 
known, in only one case have the withdrawals exceeded that 
percentage. 

Thus, under the proposed plan, a mutual savings bank would 
have available in cash or eligible paper 11 percent or 12 percent of 
its deposit liability. An advance of 10 percent by the Federal 
Reserve bank from the cash reserve against collateral of "legals" 
would make 21 percent or 22 percent of the bank's deposit liability 
available to the bank in cash. The cash reserve would be com
posed of 2 percent of the deposit liability if each mutual savings 
bank deposited in the Federal Reserve bank. 

The value to the 13,000,000 depositors of mutual savings banks, 
in relieving them from apprehension, would be incalculable. It 
would further make the Federal Reserve System in fact the central 
banking system in the United States. 

An additional benefit would result from membership on the 
above basis, because mutual savings banks would necessarily main
tain a larger section of their portfolios in eligible securities. 
Funds would be used in greater degree toward absorbing Govern
ment obligations. 
EXTENSION OF ANY PROPOSED DEPOSIT-INSURANCE PLAN TO MUTUAL 

SAVINGS BANKS 

The savings banks as a whole have not considered whether or 
not any proposed deposit-insurance plan is essential as applied 
generally and take no position here with reference to that feature. 
But if the proposed deposit-insurance feature is to be applied to 
savings deposits· in member banks, it should likewise be available 
to mutual savings banks. Equality of opportunity is required. 

The country's total bank deposits are approximately $40,000,-
000,000, and about $10,000,000,000 of this amount is with the 
mutual savings banks. The remainder is about equally divided 
between commercial deposits and savings deposits in commercial 
banks. Many States require a segregation of savings deposits and 
restrict investments, and in such instances savings funds are in
vested, generally speaking, in precisely the same way as deposits 
of mutual savings banks. 

The 13,000,000 depositors of mutual savings banks are entitled to 
the same protection that may be eventually accorded savings
account depositors in other ban.ks. The very nature of the mutual 
savings bank business, its peculiar function of dealing with vast 
numbers .of people of relatively little financial knowledge or ex
perience, as well as limited means, its general standing in the 
minds of savings depositors as a safe place for their funds, seem 
to be basic reasons why the mutual savings banks should be 
accorded the same opportunity to participate in any deposit
insurance plan as other banks. 

If a deposit-insurance plan were applied to the savings accounts 
tn commercial banks and not extended to include mutual savings 
banks, the result would be disastrous to the latter. Some of the 
mutual savings banks are among the oldest institutions of the 
country. The Government should not by a deliberate act destroy 
an established banking business enjoying the confidence of a great 
proportion of the people, especially when such institutions were 
established wholly for public purposes. 

It is understood that the deposit-insurance plan contemplates 
the use of Government funds and Government machinery. Gov
ernment assistance of either character should not be used for the 
benefit of a particular class of institutions or people, particularly 
when mutual banks are trustees of a public franchise exercised by 
them for the benefit of the public at large, and especially that 
part of the public in the location of the particular institutions, 
as well as for the depositors in their institutions. 

REPORTS OF THE MILITARY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

Mr. AUSTIN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 1288) for the relief of Otto 
Christian, reported it without amendment and submitted a 
report (No. 24) thereon. 

Mr. DICKINSON, from the Committee on Military Af
fairs, to which was referred the bill CS. 772) for the relief 

of Robert J. Smith, reported it without amendment and 
submitted a report (No. 25) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which were ref erred 
the following bills, reported them each with an amendment 
and submitted reports thereon: 

S. 166. An act for the relief of Robert J. Foster (Rept. 
No. 26); and 

S. 727. An act for the relief of Francis N. Dominick <Rept. 
No. 27). 

Mr. REED, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 593) to amend the act en
titled "An act to give war-time rank to retired officers and 
former officers of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and/or 
Coast Guard of the United States", approved June 21, 1930, 
so as to give class B officers of the Army benefits of such 
act, reported it without amendment and submitted a report 
<No. 28) thereon. 

Mr. PATTERSON, from the Committee on Military Af
fairs, to which were ref erred the fallowing bills, reported 
them each with an amendment and submitted reports 
thereon: 

S. 422. An act for the relief of Albert A. Marquardt <Rept. 
No. 29); and 

S. 707. An act for the relief of James J. Jordan <Rept. 
No. 30). 

Mr. BARBOUR, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
to which was referred the bill CS. 381) to correct the mili
tary record of Samson Davis, reported it with amendments 
and submited a report <No. 31) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee. to which was referred 
the bill CS. 248) for the relief of Rolando B. Moffett. re
ported it without amendment and submitted a report <No. 
32) thereon 

Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
to which were ref erred the following bills, reported them 
each with an amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

S. 558. An act for the relief of Beryl M. McHam <Rept. 
No. 33); and 

S. 804. An act to authorize the Secretary of War to grant 
a right of way to The Dalles Bridge Co. <Rept. No. 34) . 

Mr. CUTTING, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
to which were ref erred the following bills, reported them 
each without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

S. 423. An act for the relief of Michael J. Moran <Rept. 
No. 35); and 

S. 531. An act for the relief of Dan Davis <Rept. No. 36>. 
Mr. FLETCHER, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 

to which were ref erred the following bills, reported them 
each without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

S. 1204. An act for the relief of William Burke <Rept. 
No. 37); and 

S. 1287. An act for the relief of Leonard Theodore Boice 
<Rept. No. 38). 

Mr. LOGAN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill <S. 792) for the relief of Curtis 
Jett, reported it without amendment and submitted a report 
(No. 39) thereon. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. WHEELER: 
A bill (S. 1333) for the relief of Elmer J. Hinchey; to the 

Committee on Military Affairs. 
A bill CS. 1334) granting a pension to Mary L. Burgess; 

· A bill (S. 1335) granting a pension to Carl A. Grant; and 
A bill <S. 1336) granting a pension to Fay B. Weekley; to 

the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. SCHALL: 
A bill <S. 1337) for the relief of Joseph Lane; to the 

Committee on Claims. 
A bill <S. 1338) for the relief of John F. Patterson; to the 

Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mrs. CARAWAY: 
A bill CS. 1339) for the relief of E. A. Ahrens; 
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A bill <S. 1340) for the relief of Calvary Cemetery, Little 

Rock, Ark.; 
A bill (S. 1341) for the relief of 0. H. Chrisp; 
A bill (S. 1342) for the relief of C. F. Cooley, administra-

tor of the estate of Charles F. Cooley, Jr.; 
A bill <S. 1343) for the relief of W. M. Cravens; 
A bill (S. 1344) for the relief of James F. Dubberly; 
A bill (S. 1345) for the relief of James E. Fitzgerald; 
A bill (S. 1346) for the relief of Frank R. Garner, form

erly second lieutenant, United States Army; 
A bill (S. 1347) for the relief of Little Rock College, Little 

Rock, Ark.; 
A bill (S. 1348) for the relief of Samuel H. McAlexander; 
A bill (S. 1349) for the relief of Robert L. Martin; 
A bill (S. 1350) for the relief of Carl L. Moore; 
A bill <S. 1351) for the relief of Mrs. H. J. Munda; 
A bill (S. 1352) for the relief of Claude L. Pyle; 
A bill (S. 1353) for the relief of James Rowland; 
A bill (S. 1354) providing for reimbursement of the St. 

Louis Southwestern Railway Co. for expenditure in revet
ment work on the Arkansas River during the flood of 1927; 

A bill <S. 1355) for the relief of William F. Slatton; 
A bill (S. 1356) for the relief of Ella H. Smith; and 
A bill <S. 1357) for the relief of Clarence Winborn; to the 

Committee on Claims. 
A bill (S. 1358) to provide for the improvement of the 

approach to the Confederate Cemetery, Fayetteville, Ark.; 
A bill (S. 1359) making eligible for retirement under the 

same conditions as no,;w provided for officers of the Regular 
Army, Capt. Oliver A. Barber, an officer of the United States 
Army during the World War, who incurred physical dis
ability in line of duty; 

A bill CS. 1360) for the relief of Henry Brown; · 
A bill <S. 1361) for the relief of Obadiah Simpson; and 
A bill <S. 1362) for the relief of Benjamin H. Southern; 

to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
A bill CS. 1363) for the relief of Thomas S. Garen; and 
A bill <S. 1364) for the relief of Frank S. Harrison; to 

the Committee on Naval Affairs. 
A bill <S. 1365) granting a pension to Jessie B. Auer: 
A bill <S. 1366) granting a pension to Anna J. Darby; 
A bill <S. 1367) granting a pension to Ernest J. Hollis; 
A bill (S. 1368) granting a pension to Norfleet Hughes; 
A bill <S. 1369) granting a pension to Edie A. Kimberly; 
A bill <S. 1370) granting a pension to Ernest McCord; 
A bill (8. 1371) granting a pension to Theta B. Spring; 
A bill (8. 1372) granting a pension to Charlie A. Stacks; 
A bill <S. 1373) granting an increase of pension to John 

H. Cook; 
A bill <S. 1374) granting an increase of pension to Henry 

W. McLain; and 
A bill CS. · 1375) granting an increase of pension to Mary 

A. Stutler; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. METCALF: 
A bill CS. 1376) to amend the act approved March 3, 1931, 

relating to the rate of wages for laborers and mechanics 
employed by contractors and subcontractors on public 
buildings; to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. NORRIS: 
A bill (S. 1377) granting a pension to Birdie Brugh; to 

the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. NEELY: 
A bill <S. 1378) granting a pension to Luther Lane; to the 

Committee on Pensions. 
A bill (S. 1379) authorizing loans by the Reconstruction 

Finance Corporation to provide working capital for certain 
industries; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

RELIEF OF AGRICULTURE-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. GLASS, Mr. POPE, and Mr. BANKHEAD each submitted 
an amendment and Mr. NYE and Mr. GEORGE each sub
mitted two amendments intended to be proposed by them, 
respectively, to the bill (H.R. 3835) to relieve the existing 
national economic emergency by increasing agricultural 
purchasing power, which were severally ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 

" SAVE AMERICAN INDUSTRY " 
Mr. LA FOLLE'ITE. On yesterday the Washington News 

printed a very significant editorial entitled "Save Ame1·ican 
Industry." It begins with the words: 

One issue is bigger than all others now. 

I ask that the remainder of the editorial may be incor
porated in the RECORD as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the remainder of the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Save American industry. Safe banks, higher farm prices, and 
all the other necessary moves of the administration against the 
depression will not pull us out of the ditch until the great Ameri
can mass market is restored. That means putting wages, decent 
wages, regular wages into the pockets of labor, so labor can buy 
goods. 

Here is the tremendous opportunity of President Roosevelt. He, 
and he alone, has the power and the prestige to move into this 
crisis of closing factories, idle merchants, and jobless workers, and 
stop the deflation of the mass market. 

Intelligent employers are powerless. They are in competition 
with sweatshops---sweatshops not merely in the garment trades 
but in every line of industry, big and little. They cannot keep up 
wages and mass buying power unless they are protected from 
sweatshop competition, unless the Government throws its protec
tion around. American standards for industry. 

President Roosevelt knows this. His remarkable telegram yester
day to governors of industrial States pointed the necessity of mini
mum wage laws as follows: 

" May I call your attention to minimum wage law just passed by 
Legislature of New York and approved by Governor Lehman, which 
declared it against public policy for any employer to pay women or 
minors a wage which is • less than the fair and reasonable value 
for services rendered and less than sufficient to meet the ultimate 
cost of living necessary for health.' 

"This represents great forward step against lowering of wages 
which constitutes a serious form of unfair competition against 
other employers, reduces the purchasing power of the workers, and 
threatens the stability of industry. I hope that similar action can 
be taken by the other States for protection of the public interest." 

Splendid. We must stop the wage reduction which "threatens 
the stability of industry." But that cannot be done by a mini
mum wage only for women and minors, a minority of wage earners. 
It cannot be done by State action alone. Federal action is required 
to strike at the evil which is national. 

The- President knows that also. Yesterday his Secretary of Labor 
told a House committee that he favors the purpose and principles 
of the 30-hour week bill, which has passed the Senate. But 
Secretary Perkins added, significantly, that amendments were 
needed to that bill to give greater elasticity and powers of en
forcement. The administration is now preparing such amend
ments. 

A 30-hour week law for industry in interstate commerce would 
merely be another share-the-misery move unless it provided 
minimum wa.ges. It would drive pauper wages still lower. It 
would make of American industry one vast sweatshop and drive 
decent companies to the wall. It would reduce the mass market 
to the demand of coolies and the purse of slaves. This is no 
jittery fear. It ts the hard reality to which we are now headed 
unless wages and purchasing power can be stabilized at an 
American level--qutckly. 

There is only one way to stop that plunge. Talk, even from 
the President, won't do it--all of President Hoover's appeals 
against wages cuts proved futile. Courageous but isolated em
ployers cannot do tt--many who tried to maintain wages against 
sweatshop competitors have gone bankrupt. Organized labor can
not do it--labor has no bargaining power, with millions of hungry 
jobless willing if necessary to work for starvation wages. 

Only governmental action can do it. Only a Federal law fixing 
a range of maximum hours and minimum wages, flexible enough 
to be enforced justly by joint capital-labor-Government boards 
for industries as a whole, and for the protection of the Nation 
as a whole, can do it. 

This can be achieved legally. The wide constitutional emer
gency powers, under which the President has acted up to now in 
other matters can cover this general welfare legislation. Its 
legality can be buttressed by the Government's interstate-com
merce authority, and by the power of taxation over sweatshops 
which-to use the President's phrase-" threaten the stability of 
industry.'' 

But this is no time for legal quibbles. When the President took 
office he found the banks crashing. He cut through red tape, asked 
and received from Congress emergency power to meet an emer
gency. He has done well, miraculously well. But, despite all he 
has done, there is more deflation, more unemployment, more busi
ness failures than a month ago. 

Today American industry is crashing. 
President Roosevelt can save American industry. We believe 

he will try. Ii we read the statement of Secretary Perkins aright, 
if we understand the purpose of the President in his minimum
wage appeal, he is preparing to lead Congress in rewriting the 
30-hour week b111 so as to protect wages, to create buying power, 
to control production, and to start business forward again. 
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In this heroic effort, President Roosevelt will have the support I We. have a rule of the Senate, Mr. President, fodiid in the 

of the people. The people yet look to the President to restore Senate Manual reading as fallows. 
their right to work and to enjoy the fruit of their labor. ' · 

, No Senator in debate shall, directly or indirectly, by any form 
REHABILITATION OF LABOR AND INDUSTRY of words impute to another Senator or to other Senators any 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, yesterday the Governor of conduct or motive unworthy or unbecoming a Senator. 
Massachusetts, Governor Ely, and a group of citizens repre- That rule, as I understand, applies to Senators, so that 
senting the industries and the employees in the State of no Senator shall impute to another Senator any conduct or 
Massachusetts visited the President and submitted to him motive unworthy of a Senator. 
a rehabilitation program which they described as the" Mas- There is another rule, Mr. President, under which peti
sachusetts plan for the rehabilitation of labor and in- tions and memorials are filed in the Senate. That rule pro· 
dustry .'' vides in part: 

This program seems to meet with the approval of most of Every petition or memorial shall be signed by the petitioner or 
the industrial leaders and labor leaders of that Common- memoriallst and have endorsed thereon a brief statement of its 
wealth. It seems to me to be both timely and compre- contents, and shall be presented and referred without debate. 
hensl·ve. If tun· e perm1·tted, I should like to have the 11 But no petition or memorial or other paper signed by citizens or 

subjects of a foreign power shall be received, unless the same be 
items in the program read, but I shall not take the time of transmitted to the Senate by the President. 
the Senate to do that. I will content myself by stating that As I understand the clause to which I have just referred, 
in general the program commends itself to me, and by it seems that only such petitions as the President sees fit are 
asking that it be printed in the RECORD for the information to be transmitted to the Senate, but there is otherwise no 
of the Senate. I have reason to believe it will receive most limit, and I would naturally understand that there is prac
sympathetic consideration from President Roosevelt. tically no restriction as to what is to be done in the absence 

There being no objection, the matter referred to was of any rule or interpretation. 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: Mr. President, I want to call the attention of the Senate 

MASSACHUSETTS PLAN FOR THE REHABILITATION OF LABOR AND to one of the morning newspapers that I picked up this 
INDUSTRY morning, as I was arranging to leave the hotel. ·I am 

1. The number of unemployed in this country, estimated gen- di f th W hi t 1 
erally from 12 to 15 millions, is a grave menace to the economic, rea ng ram e as ng on Hera d of this morning. As 
political, and moral health of the United states. a matter of fact, I understand this was published in the 

2. The importance of getting at least 9,ooo,.ooo unemployed to papers of the country yesterday afternoon, but it was of 
work as quickly as possible is comparable to the need recognized such significance that it was republished on the same front 
in the measures enacted for aiding the banking structure, reduc- pages of this morning's news notes.· 
ing Government expenditures, and to those contemplated for aid-
ing the farmers, railroads, and other interests. 

3. Public works and other measures being considered will be 
helpful, but at best will give work to a small percentage of the 
unemployed. 

4. The only way to absorb unemployed ts to place them whe.re 
work is available in industry and business now. 

5. It is necessary that this be done on a national scale, as it 
ts impossible of accomplishment except on a basis that does not 
discriminate between geographical sections and industries. 

6. We believe the President should therefore seek immediate 
legislation to regulate hours of work for men and women on the 
principle of the 5-day week and the shorter working day. We 
also believe that authority should be given to the President or 
his administrative representative to lliodify the basic provisions 
regarding hours of labor in accordance with the demonstrated 
needs of individual industries, provided that such changes are not 
in violation of the object of furthering the utmost practical 
reabsorption of the unemployed. 

7. Measures, proposed by the President for regulating hours of 
work should provide for some degree of control in each industry 
of hours of operation of individual member plants. 

8. Also, to protect workers from exploitation and to preserve 
price stability, there should be coupled with such measures mini
mum wage schedules suited to each industry and based somewhat 
on the cost and standard of living in the various sections of the 
country. 

9. The United States ts the only civiUzed country that permits 
the working of women and minors on all-night shifts. This prac
tice seems both economically and socially unsound. A large pro
portion of such women and minors employed on all-night shifts 
are found in certain industries. This practice can be discontin
ued without adding to the cost of operations, as has been demon
strated by a number of concerns who employ only men on night 
runs. This employment of women and minors at night in the 
industrial plants, certainly between the hours of 10 and 6, should 
be permanently a.bollshed. in the United States. 

10. To eliminate ruthless competition, which is constantly re
ducing wages, lowering pr,ces, lessening earnings, and thereby 
adding to unemployment, we favor reasonable modification of 
the provisions of the antitrust laws to permit agreements among 
the members of individUal industries, subject to Federal approval 
in order to promote the stab111zatlon of wages and prices for the 
benefit of both the employer and employee. 

11. It is essential that the authority given to regulate hours of 
work and to establish minimum wages also provide for their re
adjustment as and when changes in demand and in cost of living 
may require. 
PETITION FROM LOUISIANA-QUESTION OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I hope no Senator will ask 
me to yield for a few moments. I intend to occupy the floor 
for only 4 or 5 minutes. 

Mr. President, I have risen this morning to a question of 
personal privilege and to propound. an inquiry to the Chair 
and to the Senate. I hope that I may have the attention of 
Senators while I propound a parliamentary inquiry. 

LOUISIANANS URGE OUSTING OF BUEY LONG--PETITION SENATE FOR 
INQUIRY-" KINGFISH " CALLED " GRAFTER " AND " DANGEROUS PARA• 
NOIAC" 

By Universal Service 
An extraordinary petition bristling with charges of graft and 

corruption against Senator HUEY P. LONG (Democrat), of Louisi
ana, and demanding the unseating of the self-styled "Kingfish ", 
was received yesterday by Vice President Garner from citizens of 
Louisiana. 

The Vice President, without comment, referred the petition, 
signet! by former Gov. John M. Parker and 23 other Louisi
anans, to the Senate Elections Committee. This action made the 
document, embodying several grave charges against LONG, a. privi
leged matter. 

Mr. President, upon looking up the law and calling upon 
such knowledge as I have of the law, this document has be
come, as this newspaper says, a privileged matter. No one 
publishing or distributing the same is in any manner ac
countable for the circulation of its contents. It is a privi
leged document, as is said by this newspaper here this 
morning. 

This document that has been sent here is signed by a 
former Governor of the State of Louisiana with whom I have 
been involved in countless court proceedings varying over a 
period of 15 years. Also, I have been involved with him in 
political contests varying over a period of nearly the same 
length of time. This gentleman has been quite unsuccessful 
before the courts of the State and the courts of the United 
States. He has been just as unsuccessful before the people 
in elections. He has been the chairman or the president of 
maybe 25 different societies and associations that have been 
set up in the last 10 or. 15 years for the purpose of destroying 
me politically and personally or disbarring me as a member 
of the bar of any court. 

Mr. President, this is the same party who only a few years 
ago, while he was Governor of the State, about 10 or 12 years 
ago, came here to Washington and said that his own State 
of Louisiana was in command of outlaws and he would have 
to have the United States Army to rescue it-and this, too, 
at a time when he was Governor of the State himself. He 
has come here now in a document to the Senate, in the guise 
and under the pretense of being a memorial for a public in
quiry, in which he has placed before the Senate and made 
privileged for every blackmailing institution of the country 
the same old claptrap and rottenness that he has undertaken 
to parade over the State of Louisiana and this country for a 
period of · at least 12 or 15 years. Without any specification 
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of anything he has presented to the Senate and the Senate 
has received-and this forum of the Senate is the means of 
its publicity under privilege of such statements as this: 

Tenth-

This is one of the main statements-
Durlng the administration of said HUEY P. LoNG as Governor 

of Louisiatla more than $150,000,000 of bonds issued and of funds 
derived from taxation have been spent by the Louisiana Highway 
Commission and other State agencies controlled and dominated 
by said LoNG. Of this sum a conservative estimate is that at 
least $10,000,000 has been used for what is commonly known 
as graft and for corrupt purposes. The said LoNG is personally 
responsible for this condition. 

The gentleman, among other things of this kind, has been 
allowed and is given the privilege and absolute immunity to 
place such statements before the Senate; and others of his 
kind in other States are free, if this thing is legitimate, to 
do the same thing with regard to every man in the Senate, 
if they write some of the things to the President that they 
have written to me about some of my colleagues. They can 
write just as much about others as they have written about 
me. I have received some letters that did credit even to me 
compared to some of the letters I have received about some 
of my colleagues--letters from some of the gentlemen who 
have been defeated in political campaigns. 

If this thing is legitimate, there is nothing on the living 
earth to except ·a Member of the United states Senate from 
any kind of calumny and giving it any kind of privilege and 
any kind of immunity with which it is possible to clothe 
it under the law. If this is to be tolerated by the Senate, 
if this is within the rules of the Senate, then there is no 
reason on earth why we cannot say that Senator Jones, 
from the State of X, is the father of 17 illegitimate children, 
and therefore ask that he be excluded from the Senate; or 
that Senator Smith, from the state of Y, burned down a 
Catholic church and killed four nus, and therefore ask that 
he be barred from serving in the United States Senate. 
The same rule would apply, the same document would be 
filed, the same immunity and the same privilege would at
tach, if that is the kind of course petitions can take and if 
that is the kind of calumny permitted to be presented in 
this way. 

Mr. President, I do not say this in defense of myself, but 
to show how ridiculous and how helpless persons are from 
such calumny if they happen to be so unfortunate as to sit 
here in the United States Senate. Here is a board that this 
man is talking about that had 19 men supervising every 
dime that was spent before they spend it and after they 
spend it, a board comprising some of the leading bankers of 
the State, at least two thirds of whom are members of clubs 
and organizations with which this ex-Governor had been 
affiliated. There had never been a complaint filed before 
that board, there had never been a nickel spent that they 
did not allow to be spent, there had never been a dime spent 
that they did not see someone spend, and on that board sat 
the members of his own constitutional league that he was 
then running in his effort to unseat the Governor of the 
State at that time. Yet he comes in here today and simply 
says that he conservatively estimates that since $150,000,000 
was spent by the State highway commission, at least $10,-
000,000 of it is graft, and that he estimates that HUEY P. 
LONG might have received about $10,000,000 out of the 
$150,00,000 spent. 

Mr. President, I am submitting the matter to the Senate 
without having had the time to prepare anything. I am 
submitting the subject matter to the Senate in order that 
the Senate may consider it. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I am not without sym
pathy with the situation of the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
LoNGL He has raised an important question, and I wish to 
speak for a moment to the subject. My remarks are in no 
sense presented as a lecture, because censoriousness of atti
tude would be the last thing permitted here. 

First, however, let us rememJrer that he who lives by the 
sword shall die by the sword. 

Secondly, there is in this world a law of compensation. 
which sooner or later does its perfect work. No one escapes 
that law. If we in the Senate--and I apply this admoni
tion to myself-were more careful respecting the tender sub
ject of human character and respecting the reputation of 
other persons who cannot answer here, we would have more 
sympathy extended to us when we find ourselves the objects 
of calumny, as we all do now and then. It is an inescapable 
part of public life. 

But the Senator from Louisiana, who is himself an able 
laWYer, has raised a legal point respecting censorship or 
"privilege" that I think should have some attention. I beg 
the pardon of the Senate for that which seems ungracious-
that is to say, quoting from one of my own speeches-but 
the speech from which I quote was delivered in May 1917, 
when we were about to engage in war or indeed had already 
entered the World War. I was then, and all during the war, 
much opposed to censorship. I am still opposed to so-called 
"censorship of the press." But to say merely that we are 
"opposed to censorship of the press" does not enlighten any
body unless he be a student of the law with particular ref
erence to censorship. So again, proceeding to do that which 
apparently would be immodest, I beg the indulgence of the 
Senate while I read from what was in May 1917 my matured 
conclusion respecting "censOl'ship of the press." 

Speaking in the Senate on May 9, 1917, in opposing a 
so-called "censorship of the press", I said, in part, as 
follows: 

Mr. President, I am opposed to a censorship of the press as 
we have come to know that expression, and I oppose it upon 
the ground of public policy and upon the ground of constitu
tionality. I shall discuss the subject, reviewing both aspects of 
the same as they present them.selves to me; that is, from the 
standpoint of public policy and from the standpoint of its consti
tutionality. 

Press censorships have invariably brought unhappy and in many 
in.stances disastrous results. The evil that a censorship creates is 
more malignant than the evil it seeks to avoid and conceal. If 
during the ensuing war the press should be censored and infor
mation as to the progress of the war should go to the public 
filtered through a censor, we would soon be living in a vapor of 
suspicion, a cloud of misinformation, a miasma of rumor. 

A censorship of the press results in the di1Iusion and spread of 
misinformation and idle tales. Under a censorship sensational 
stories fly apparently on the wings of the wind. The ordinary 
citizen is practically helpless and knows not what or whom to 
believe. I do not mean to say that the press is always accurate 
in its gathering and presentation of facts, or always correct in its 
interpretation o! facts, but in the main it attempts to be correct 
and seldom is willfully and wantonly unjust. A censorship pro
posed to be established with the intention and for the purpose of 
preventing our enemies from obtaining information as to the 
position and movement of our troops and fleets and the location 
of munition factories, ma.chine shops, and details of coast defenses 
would, and no doubt should, meet with general approval. 

The people composing the United States Government are now 
just about to enter upon a stupendous struggle. Events of world
wide importance are following each other so rapidly that they 
tread upon ea.ch other's heels; and sufficient events are transpiring 
each day to make volumes for the historian of the future. 

I wish first to present my view o! the censorship in respect to 
its being an unconstitutional statute as proposed. 

The first amendment to the Federal Constitution reads as 
follows: 

"Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of 
religion, or prohibiting the_ free exercise thereof; or abridging the 
freedom of speech, or of the press; • • • .'' 

Everyone here knows what the word " abridging " means. l 
need not pause to consider or discuss the meaning of " abridg
ment." 

What does" freedom of the press" mean? It is amazing to note 
the amount of loose talk-not in the Senate, but throughout the 
country and in the newspapers-as to what is " freedom of the 
press " as used in the Constitution of the United States. The 
average citizen of this Republic who is not a lawyer, from a con
stitutional standpoint, believes that "freedom of the press" 
means the right to publish his sentiments just as he pleases. In 
a large sense that may be true; but in a legalistic sense, and from 
a constitutional standpoint, that is not entirely accurate. "Free
dom of the press" means simply, solely, and only the right to be 
free from a precensorship-the right to print and publish and 
have a judicial tribunal by due process of law declare after pub
lication thereof whether or not the article was libelous, obscene, or 
improper. In other words, under the Constitution as a.mended by 
amendment no. 1, "freedom of the press" means that the citizen 
may publish whatever he sees fit and not be subjected to painS 
and penalties because he did not consult the censor before pub
lishing. The citizen is left to publish what he pleases, and must 
take his chances before a court of his country as to whether or 
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not he has published anything libelous or anything that may 
bring any human being into disrepute or ridicule, or whether he 
has published anything of a treasonable or obscene nature. 

Now, to discover what this phrase "freedom of the press" 
means, we resort to that method to which lawyers have ever 
resorted, viz: What was the meaning of the phrase "freedom of 
the press" when the Constitution of the United States was 
adopted? When the first amendment was adopted, what did those 
who adopted the amendment, and what did the lawyers of that 
day say "freedom of the press" meant? What did the reports 
and the courts of the time say "fre.edom of the press" meant? 

Mr. President, I believe that Sir William Blackstone is a good 
authority as to what is the common law of England; and the 
common law of England has been in force in this country since 
we have been a nation. It was brought to these shores by the 
migration hither of our ancestors. This book of Blackstone's 
Commentaries was written before the adoption of the first amend
ment, so it is presumed that those who adopted the amendment 
adopted it with the construction which Blackstone put upon its 
language and which the common law gave it. I read now from 
volume 4 of Wendell's Blackstone's Commentaries, page 151, where 
that great commentator says: 

recourse whatever against the newspapers that publish the 
proceedings of the Senate. 

Mr. ASHURST. I have learned to respect the Senator's 
legal talent. The Senator is a valuable and active member 
of the Judiciary Committee. I do not agree with him, how
ever, that privilege attaches to any such communication. 
The "privileges" known to law are very few-among them 
being privileged communications between physician and 
patient; priest and penitent; lawyer and client; husband 
and wife; words spoken in Senate and House and in 
legislatures, and so forth. The publication by the press of 
matter for good motives and for justifiable ends might be 
said to be nearly, if not entirely, privileged. 

I have not examined the question of the privilege or so
called "privilege", if any, attaching to the communications 
sent to the Senate respecting the Senator from Louisiana, 
but I should say as a sidewalk of curbstone opinion that I 
pereceive no privilege attaching to such communications. 
Those who publish, do so at their peril. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I think it is important that 

"In this and the other instances which we have lately consid
ered, where blasphemous, immoral, treasonable, schismatical, sedi· 
tious. or scandalous libels are punished by the English law. some 
with a greater, other with a less degree of severity, the liberty of 
the press, properly understood, is by no means infringed or vio- the Senate should determine whether or not documents of 
lated. The liberty of the press is, indeed, essential to the nature this character, sent here, are privileged. If they are, we 
of a free stat~; but this consists in laying no previous restraints • should amend our rules If they are not then we should 
upon publications." · ' 

Let me read that again: take such action as is appropriate. 
"But this-" I wish someone would move that this matter be ref erred 
What? Freedom of the press- to the Judiciary Committee 

" consists in laying no previous restraints upon publications, and · . . 
not in freedom from censure for criminal matter when published. Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I thmk that 
Every freeman has an undoubted right to lay what sentiments he is a proper suggestion. I move that the Committee on Priv
pleases before the public; to forbid this is to destroy tl~e freedom ileges and Elections for the present be excused from con-
of the press; but if he publishes what is improper, m.lschievous, . . . . . 
or illegal he must take the consequences of his own temerity." siderat1on of the pet1t10n, and that it be referred to the 

· . . Committee on the Judiciary, the Senator having raised the 
Mr. President, I read no further Just now but shall merely question as to whether it is privileged and as to the right 

say that that was the law of England before we adopted the of the Senate to receive the petition. 
first amendment, and when we adopted that amendment we The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion 
adopted the construction that previously had been placed of the Senator from Arkansas. 
upon such provision by the English courts. Therefore, it The motion was agreed to. 
would seem that bef?re we adopt any rule. here, or attempt The VICE PRESIDENT. The Committee on Privileges 
to pass .any law looking toward a censors~ip, we should first and Elections is discharged, and the petition is referred t-0 
ascertam what power we have on that subJect. the committee on the Judiciary. 

The Senator from Louisiana undoubtedly has the right to 
bring a suit for damages or to seek the arrest of the per- FRENCH PROPAGANDA IN THE UNITED STATES 
sons, if any, who have unlawfully caused to be published and Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. Presid.ent, some days 
printed anything scandalous, libelous, or defamatory con- ago the distinguished Senator from Nevada [Mr. PITTMAN] 
cerning him; and, strangely enough, under the law as I con- referred to the recent and very extraordinary program of 
ceive it to exist, in our c-0untry, merely to write out a libel the French Government to spread French propaganda in 
against another person and carry the libel in one's own the United States, for which the Chamber of Deputies voted 
pocket is contrary to the law. It is against the law to send a very large sum of money. About the same time I noted 
a libelous letter even to one person, the person libeled. in the New Yoik Herald Tribune a story by the United Press 
"Publication" of a libel does not mean publishing it in a under a Paris date line of April 9, along the same line, sug
newspaper alone. gesting that the propaganda was to include trans-Atlantic 

If I should so far forget myself as to write an indecent, radio broadcasts, motion pictures, the press, magazines, and 
scandalous, and defamatory letter about another man, and so forth, and a very significant paragraph in the foreign
even if that man should never see the letter, the mere writ- office statement to the effect that-
ing of the same would be, nevertheless, a violation of the law The American people are ignorant of their own history. They 
of libel. must not be expected to know French history. 

So before the Senate takes action looking to any pre- The campaign outlined was: 
censorship we ought to consider whether we have such power. 1. Through the press, with the aid of the Agence Havas, the 
If the Senator from Louisiana has been libeled, and if he official French news agency. 
has been held up to ridicule and scorn, he would have the 2. The furthering of French motion pictures. 
sympathy of right-thinking people if he brought a suit in 3. Sunday night broadcasts by wireless to the United States, 

via the British station at Rugby. 
the appropriate court. 4. The writing of pro-French articles for American magazines, 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President--- presumably by well-known authors. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arizona 5. The dispatch of lecturers and public speakers on missions 

yield to the senator from Louisiana? to be directed by the home bureau. 
Mr. ASHURST. Certainly. Mr. President, there has just come to my hand a photo-
Mr. LONG. The case of Bernstein against Commercial static copy of the cover of the French official document 

National Bank reviews a large list of authorities; and in all "No. 295, Senate, 1932, ordinary session", being a report by 
privileged matters a conviction or recovery cannot be had M. Henry Berenger, ambassador and reporter of the foreign 
except the utterer be shown by positive proof to be guilty of affairs budget of 1932; and also photostatic copies of pageft 
actual malice. 97 and 98 of that report, chapter 39, showing the comment 

I am forced to agree with this comment of the Hearst by M. Berenger on the appropriation for "special funds for 
papers that this is a privileged matter. I agree with the French information abroad." 
senator that as to the party uttering it, if bad faith on his There is also accompanying this photostatic copy a trans
part could be shown by positive proof, that would destroy his j lation of pages 97 and 98, being chapter 39, of that docu
privilege; but as to the newspaper's publishing it, there is no ment. I send them to the desk, Mr. President, and ask 
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unanimous consent to have them printed in the RECORD in 
connection with my remarks. 

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
(No. 295, Senat annee 1932, session ordinaire, annexe au proces

verbal de la 2e seance du 18 mars 1932) 
RAPPORT FAIT AU NOM DE LA COMMISSION DES FINANCES CHARGEE 

D' EXAMINER LE PROJET DE LOI, ADOPTE PAR LA CHAMBRE DES 
0EPuTES, PORTANT FIXATION DU BUDGET GENERAL DE L'EXERCICE 
1932-A.FFAIRES ETRANGERES 

Par M. Henry Berenger, Senateur 
Le credit se repartit de la fac;on suivante: Francs 

Impression des bulletins de presse etrangere ________ 340, 000 
Abonnements aux journaux franc;ais________________ 16, 000 
Abonnements aux journaux etrangers______________ 86, 000 
ouvrages techniques------------------------------ 3, 000 

CHAPITRE 39. Fonds speciaux pour information fran<;aise a 
l'etranger 

Francs 
Credit accorde par la derniere loi de finances __________ 34, 000, 000 
Credit demande par le Gouvernement: 

12 mo1s---------------------------------------- 3~. 000,000 Exercice 1932 ____________________________________ 25,500,000 

Credit propose par la Commission des finances de la 
Chambre------------------------------------------ 25,500,000 

Credit vote par la Chambre _________________________ 25, 500, 000 
Credit propose par la Commission des finances du senat _____________________________________________ 25, 500,000 

La dotation de ce chapitre avait ete relevee, au budget dernier, 
de 8 millions, pour intensification de !'information franc;aise 0. 
l'etranger. Votre Commission des finances avait alors insiste ~ 
la necessite d'un contr6le rigoureux des subventions accordees. 
Conformement a cette decision, son rapporteur a examine les 
conditions dans lesquelles ces subventions ont ete utllisees. 

L'effort du Departement a porte specialement sur la reorgani
sation des services exterieurs de nos agences d'information, notam
ment de l'Agence Havas. Certains bureaux a l'etranger de cet 
organisme ont ete mis au point, notamment ceux des grandes 
capitale.s politiques (Berlin. Landres, Rome) ; d'autres ont ete 
crees ou developpes. Enfin, un service d'Extreme-Orient, haute
ment desirable dans les circonstances actuelles, a ete inaugure en 
novembre (Shanghai'., et bientot Pekin et Nankin). 

Le resultat de cette reorganisation peut etre apprecie d'apres un 
petit nombre de faits: dans les journaux franc;ais, la proportion 
des informations Havas en provenance d'Allemagne, d'Espagne et 
d'Europe centrale a triple; en Amerique du Sud, l'Agence Havas, 
presque e\fincee 11 y. a un an, est en mesure de !utter avec les 
grandes agences des Etats-Unis; enfin, le service d'Extreme-Orient 
est accueilli par les journaux chinois, russes et a.ussi par la presse 
anglaise, d 'abord reservee. 

L'Agence Havas, par une modification au contrat de reciprocite 
existant, va aussi pouvoir creer un service independa.nt aux Etats
Unis. 

Ces developpements, etudies en accordance avec nos chefs de 
pastes et avec le Departement, sont l'objet d'un contr6le du Service 
d'informations et de presse. 

De nouvelles extensions de notre programme de propagande par 
vote de Ia presse sont en cours d'examen et ne manqueront pas de 
faciliter l'actton locale de nos chefs de postes et, d'une fa~on 
generale, la diffusion de l'infiuence fran~alse a l'etranger. 

CHAPITRE 40. Contribution de la France dans le$ depenses du 
' Secretariat international de la Societe des Nations 

Francs 
C.edit accorde par la demiere loi de finances__________ 11. 922. 000 
Credit demande par le Gouvernement: 

12 mois----------------------------------------- 11.922.000 Exercice 1932 ____________________________________ 8.941.500 

[Translation of ch. 39, Foreign Affairs Budget, 1932, contained in 
Rept. No. 295, Senate, 1932, ordinary session, pp. 97-98] 

CHAPTER 39. Special fund for French information abroad 
Francs 

Credits established by last finance law _______________ 84, 000, 000 
Credits asked by Government, 12 months _____________ 34. 000, 000 
Nine-month budget of 1932 _________________________ 25. 500, 000 
Credits proposed by Finance Committee of Chamber __ 25, 500, 000 
Credit voted by Chamber ____________________________ 25,500,000 
Credits proposed by Finance Committee of Senate ____ 25, 500, 000 

The sums granted under this chapter were increased by eight 
millions in the previous budget for the intensification ot publi
cation of French information abroad. Your Finance Committee 
at that time insisted upon the necessity of a rigorous control of 
the subventions granted from these credits. Complying with this 
decision, ·your reporter examined the conditions under which 
these subventions have been used. 

The effort of the department was concentrated on the reorgani
zation ot the foreign service of our news agencies, principally the 
Agence Havas. Certain bureaus of this organization abroad were 
improved, notably those in the great political capitals (Berlin, 
London, Rome) ; others were created or developed. In addition, a 
far-eastern service, highly desirable under existing circumstances, 

was inaugurated in November (Shanghai, and soon Peking and 
Nankin). 

The result of this reorganimtion can be appreciated from the few 
follownig facts: In the French press the proportion of Havas 
despatches originating in Germany, Spain, and central Europe 
were tripled; in South America the Agence Havas, almost evicted 
1 year ago, is now in position to fight the great North American 
news agencies; finally, the far-eastern service is well received by 
the Chinese and Russian press and also by the English press there, 
which was at first cold to the project. 

By a modification of the reciprocity contra.ct now in existence 
the Agence Havas will also be able to create an independent 
service in the United States. 

These developments, studied in common with the chiefs of posts 
and with the department, are the object of oontrol by the Service 
of Information and Press (at the Ministry of Foreign Atfaiis). · 

Further extensions of our program of propaganda through the 
press are in process of examination and will not fail to facilitate 
the local action of our chiefs of posts and, in a general manner. 
the diffusion of French infiuence abroad. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I mention also, Mr. Presi
dent, that some days ago I wrote the State Department ask
ing for whatever information could be given with reference 
to this French propaganda. I think the American people 
ought to know just as much as possible about what they 
propose to do. · · 

Mr. President, before I resume my seat permit me also to 
refer to an editorial that appeared in the Washington Post 
last Sunday, April 8, under the caption "Britain's Gold 
Supply." During the past several weeks we have heard on 
all sides that Great Britain would be unable to meet her 
June payment to the United States because of the fact that 
her gold supply was completely depleted and her capacity 
to pay very decidedly limited. Some of us believed then, Mr. 
President, that that was not true. It now develops that 
Great Britain has more gold than she knows what to do 
with, that she has greatly increased her capacity to pay. 
I quote from this editorial the following: 

Britain ha.s all the credit she needs. and her gold supply 1s 
getting so large as to be embarrassing. 

What excuse can the British Government put forward for 
either postponement of the June war-debt payment or for a scal
ing down of the debt? 

In fact--
The last report from London indicates-

Says this editorial-
that the British Central Bank has about $860,000,000 in gold. 
This is slightly more than the bank held when the gold supply o! 
Great Britain reached a previous peak in the fall of 1928. 

So I think that dissipates, Mr. President, any argument 
that might be made to the effect that Great Britain has not 
the capacity to pay or that her limited gold supply will make 
it impossible for her to pay. The fact is she is in excellent 
condition, comparatively, of course, and should pay her debt 
installments regularly as she has agreed to pay. So should 
France. 

Mr. President, all the French propaganda in the world in 
this country will not eliminate the fact that she thus far 
has refused to pay her honest debts. The best method for 
France to pursue in this country in order to gain the good 
will of the American people would be for her to pay up the 
defaulted installment on her debt and then continue to 
make her payments regularly, keep her word, and observe 
her treaties. 

Mr. President. I ask that the editorial to which I have 
referred may be printed in the RECORD in connection with 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 9. 1933] 
BRITAIN'S GOLD SUPPLY 

Prominent among the subjects that President Roosevelt will 
discuss with Prime Minister MacDonald during the latter's visit 
to Washington will be restoration of the gold standard and 
Britain's war debt to American taxpayers. Both problems are 
vital elements of the world-wide economic situation. Solution of 
both is essential to the success of the world economic conference. 

When Great Britain paid her war-debt installment last De
cember, it was virtually announced that no further payments 
would be made unless the entire debt structure were revised. But 
a great deal of water has gone over the dam since then. Among 
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other things the United States has experienced a banking crisis 
and acquired another huge deficit, while Great Britain has 
greatly increased her capacity to pay. It would be unfair to the 
British Government to assume that its policy has remained the 
same under such sweeping changes in circumstances. 

A few months ago Great Britain made a powerful plea for 
revision of the debts on the ground that she had no gold from 
which payment could be made without crippling her financial 
structure. Now that situation has completely changed. The gold 
holdin·gs of the Bank of England are the highest in its history, 
in spite of the large payment made to the United States 4 months 
ago. The last report from London indicates that the British 
central bank has about $860,000,000 in gold. This is slightly more 
than the bank held when the gold supply of Great Britain reached 
a previous peak in the fall of 1928. 

It is also reported that the MacDonald government is selling 
British securities in large volumes to offset the inflationary tend
ency of this large gold supply. Interest rates on such treasury 
bills are so low as to be negligible. Britain has all the credit 
she needs and her gold supply is getting so large as to be 
embarrassing. . ' 

What excuse can the British Government put forward for either 
postponement of the June war-debt payment or for a scaling down 
of the debt? The United States needs this money far more than 
Great Britain does at present. Does Prime Minister MacDonald 
bring the good tidings that Britain will meet her obligations with
out complaint f1.S an example to the other debtor nations? If so, 
his visit will be doubly welcome. · 

The return of Great Britain to the gold standard is also impor
tant. It is apparent that her gold supply is suffi.cient to consider 
that step as a means of restoring world confidence. Several oth~r 
nations would follow Britain's lead ba.ck to the gold standard 
and most of the world would be on a sound monetary basis again. 
It may take some time for British officials to decide at what point 
they wish to stabiUze the pound, but that can probably be worked 
out without a great deal of difficulty. Great Britain's accumu
lation of a new gold supply gives impetus to the whole program 
for monetary stabilization. 

RELIEF OF AGRICULTURE 

The Senate resumed consideration of the bill <H.R. 3835) 
to relieve the existing national economic emergency by 
increasing agricultural purchasing power. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, on yesterday the very 
able Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. REED], with his usual 
ability, resourcefulness, and persuasiveness, made an attack 
both upon the constitutionallty of this bill and upon its 
general philosophy. 

I desire in a brief way to submit some observations w~ch 
indicate, at least to my mind, that the very able Senator 
has not familiarized himself with the provisions of this bill 
in that degree which he would do in the examination of . 
facts for the preparation and argume:it of a case for a 
client. Several, at least, of the major premises upon which 
his argument was based are not supported, as I construe the . 
bill, by any direct provisions in it, or the proper and reaso:i
able implications that can be drawn from it. 

. I desire first to take some notice of the Senator's con

. stitutional argument, with the .preliminary statement that I 1 
have had no opportunity to refresh .myself upon the books. 
The principles involved are familiar to most lawYers. 

The Senator's first point on the constitutionality of . this 
bill was based upon the assertion that it is a price-fixing, 
bill. 

In the first place, Mr. President, .! say that that assertion . 
is not supported by the provisions of this bill, except the 
amendment known as the " Simpson amendment." The , 

.original bill, as proposed by the administration, has in it no 
provision for fixing prices. It provides that the policy is-

To establish and maintain such balance between the production 
and consumption of agricultural commodities, and such marketing 
conditions therefor, as will reestablish prices to farmers at a level 
that will give agricultural commodities a. purchasing power • • • 
equivalent to the purchasing power of agricultural commodities in 
the base period. 

That does not fix by law a price on any commodity men
tioned in the bill. On the contrary, it specifically declares 
that the policy of the bill is to make effective the old trade 
law of supply and demand, to establish and maint'.iin the 
balance between production and consumption. 

No economist will deny the proposition that the price of 
any commodity is governed by the law of supply and demand 
in the long run, and that the quality of the supply deter
mines the e1Iective operation of the law of supply and 
demand. 

All of us who have familiarized ourselves with the subject 
know that an excessive supply of ·agrieultural commoditie3 
has di'iven down the market price of those commodities. 
Why have they been driven down below the level of indus
trial commodities? It is because the great number of un
organized farmers have been unable effectively to control 
the supply offered on the market. Industry, with its smaller 
number of units, with its closer organization, is in position 
to and does stop production, stop offering on the market its 
products when the effective demand and paying power for 
them has been exhausted; and in that way the price of 
industrial commodities has been held at a level 50 percent 
higher than that of the products of the farm. 

This is not, as I stated, a · price-fixmg bill, as the Senator 
from Pennsylvania has so ·positively as5erted. It is a bill 
solely to put the farmers in position, through the operation 
of this law and through the cooperation and direction of the 
Department of Agriculture, to bring into effective force not 
a price-fixing but a price which a proper control of the 
supply in accordance with the demand will produce. When 
that is done, when supply is so controlled as to get a proper 
price in accordance with the demand for it, there is no rea
son· why agricultural commodities should not naturally rise 
to the leyel of industrial commodities which existed during 
the pre-war period. 

The steel mills and other manufacturing plants in the 
State of the distinguished Senator from Pennsylvania do not 
proceed as he would have the farmers do. He protested 
against a reduction in production of agricultural commod
ities, although we know the depressing effect that unre
stricted productio~ has upon · the price of those commodi
ties; but when we go into the industries of his city and his 
State we do not find the steel mills making all the steel 
their plants and their laborers can produce. We do not find 
them making, and I have not heard the able and distin
guished Senator insist that they should make, all the steel 
they are equipped to make, and selling it for whatever it will 
bring in the market, as he evidently wants the farmers to do 
with the farm commodities. · 

But, Mr. President, discussing the matter from the stand
point of the Senator's argument that this is a price-fixing 
bill, it is perfectly clear from the provisions of this bill, with 
the exception of the last amendment made to it, that there 
is no price-fixing by law, notwithstanding the vigorous asser
tion and argument based thereon by the very able Senator 
from Pennsylvania. · 

If it is a price-fixing measure, let us see whether it is 
unquestionably unconstitutional, as has been asserted by the 
distinguished Senator from Pennsylvania. I believe, and 
frankly stated, that the amendment offered by the Senator 
froI'.Ir Nebraska. known as the " Simpson plan ", in its original 
form was unconstitutional. But when it was amended so as 
to apply only to products moving in interstate commerce, 
then I submit an entirely different question was presented, 
and to my mind it brought that measure most likely within 
the power granted to Congress to regulate commerce among 
the States and with foreign countries. 

If Congress, as the exclusive and sole judge, and not exer
cising the power capriciously or arbitrarily, deems it in the 
public interest to so regulate commerce, -to so control it, as 
to bring benefit to the people of this country and to com
merce itself, then I submit that, under the power granted to 
Congress, a broad and plenary power, it is most likely that 
any regulation which Congress deemed best for the interest 
of general commerce would be -sustained under our Con
stitution. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania has raised one question 
which is serious-that is, the right to tax one to pay another. 
That dil·ect question twice went to the Supreme . Court of 
the United States under what is known as the" sugar bounty 
law", a law under which sugar producers were paid 2 cents a 
pound directly out of the Treasury . of the United States. 
The Supreme Court in each case recognized it as an impor
tant principle, whether or. not it did violate the Constitution, 
but, although it had the opportunity to do so, and if it was 
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so openly and flagrantly in _violation of the Constitution 
doubtless it would have peremptorily said so, in .each case 
the Supreme Court declined to pass upon that specific 
question, and ruled on some other point involved in the case. 

What was the object of the oleomargarine tax, a tax of 
10 cents a pound imposed by the Congress and sustained by 
the Supreme Court of the United States? The object of the 
tax was to benefit competitors, to benefit the dairyman. 
Everybody knew it. It was asserted upon the floor time and 
time again that that was the object and purpose of the bill. 
When the case went to the Supreme Court of the United 
States, it said that in reviewing the action of. Congress in 
assessing a tax which it was specifically authorized under 
the Constitution to assess, the Court would not look to the 
purpose of the Congress in assessing the tax, although the 
tax went for the benefit of certain competing interests, as 
everybody knew. So I submit, Mr. President, that on the 
principle laid down in the oleomargarine case, the argument 
presented by the Senator on that question will fall to the 
ground. 

The Senator says that under the pending bill there would 
be a delegation of the taxing power, and that that is another 
reason for finding it unconstitutional. The distinguished 
Senator from Arkansas, in opening the debate, or in its early 
stages, completely disposed of that question, and presented 

· a · decision which is carried in his speech, a decision by the 
Supreme Court of the United States, which effectively deals 
with the subject of the delegation of power by Congress to 
an executive agency of this Government. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania says the bill is uncon
stitutional because of its flexibility, but he fails to recall 
that the flexible clause in the tariff law, which he supported 
and which he still supports, provided for a very wide range of 
flexibility to be vested in the President to increase or reduce 
the amount of a tax, and that delegation, as we· all know, 
has been affirmed by the Supreme Court of the United States. 

The distinguished Senator from Vermont raised a coru'ti
tutional question which the Senator from Pennsylvania 
promptly seized upon and added to his list of the grounds 
upon which he rested his objections to the constitutionality 
of the bill. The Senator from Vermont referred to article 1, 
section 9, clause 5 of the Constitution, which provides: 

No tax or duty shall be laid on articles exported from any State. 

In the first place, Mr. President, no tax is laid by the bill 
on articles exported from any State. The mere fact that a 
tax is levied within the State does not constitute a tax 
levied on articles exported, because that means that the tax 
ls a tax based upon exportation. If the argument presented 
in that regard should be accepted, then no State collld le\ly 
a tax of any sort upon anything that was destined to go into 
some other 'State or to some foreign country. But that ques
tion has been . disposed of by the Supreme Court of the 
United States in the case of Dooley v. The United States <183 
U.S.}, in which case the Court said: -

The word " export " as used in this clause applies only to goods 
exported to a foreign country. 

It has no application to interstate movement, and those 
familiar with the bill know that there i-s no tax of any kind 
upon any of these commodities__ which go to a foreign coun
try, because. the tax is to be refunded upon all commodities 
which go abroad. So that the Supreme Court, as well as the 
facts, dispose of that argument. 

_The vote of the Senate on yesterday is I complete answer 
to the argument of the Senator from Pennsylvania. After 
arguments relating to the unconstitutionality of the Simp
son plan, the most doubtful provision in the bill, as we all 
know, a very substantial majority answered the argument 
with their votes, and, naturally, they believed t;hat they were 
not violating their duty to support the Constitution in cast· 
ing that vote. 

Now, I want to discuss for a little the philosophy of 
the Senator from Pennsylvania. I regret that he did not 
have the patience to remain-in the Chamber. I think some 
Members of the Senate grievously misunderstand the provi-
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sions of the bill, and I classify the Senator from Pennsyl
vania as one of them. Yesterday he painted a horrible pic
ture of Bill Smith and Tom Jones, Bill Smith getting bene
fits under the wheat-allotment plan, for instance, and then 
saying that the Department would go out to Tom Jones, 
who did not plant any wheat last year, and tell him that 
he should plant no wheat next year. 

It seems almost incredible that the very able Senator from 
Pennsylvania could draw any such inference from anything 
in the bill. It has been stated from time to time on the 
floor of the Senate that there is no provision in the bill, 
either by direction or implication, which places any com
pulsion upon any farmer in the United States. The whole 
philosophy of the bill is one of voluntary action upon the 
part of the producer, of cooperation of the farmer with the 
Government in the administration of the law, and in the 
declared policy of reestablishing effectively the law of supply 
and demand. 

The only powers here are powers to lease land and to 
establish an excise tax for benefits to be paid to the farmer 
under what is called the "allotment plan." If a farmer is 
willing to lease his land under the leasing power, who can 
say that there is any compulsion in that, although, forsooth, 
one of the conditions of making a lease is an agreement 
that he shall not, during the time the Government has the 
right to the possession of his land, under a paid rental, pro
duce articles on that leased land the production of which 
is sought to be reduced. Whatever the farmer does under 
any rental plan he ·does voluntarily and because of benefits 
to him, benefits not only in the payment of rentals but 
benefits, as he knows, in reducing the great surpluses of 
the commodity he is producing. So, why should an effort 
be made here either to confuse the minds of Senators or 
to confuse the public, away from the hearings in the Sen
ate Chamber, to establish the thought, by assertions such 
as have been made by the Senator from Pennsylvania, that 
the Government could go out and tell John Jones that he 
could not use his land next year in any way in which he 
wanted to use it? 

Is there any compulsion under the allotment benefit plari? 
I have heard no Senator point out any form of compulsion of 
acyw~ · 

As the allotment plan is generally understood, it is a bene
fit to be paid to the farmer at the time he markets his 
crop. _That benefit, of course, may be conditioned upon_:_ 
and doubtless will be, if the plan shall be effective-a reduc
tion in his production, but it must be borne in mind that 
no farmer is obliged to accept the benefits of the allotment 
plan; it is purely voluntary with .each farmer whether he 
wants to go under the allotment plan or to stay out from 
under it ·and operate his farm as he has always done. I 
ask any Senator where is there aµy justification in any
thing written into this bill for the repeated assertions here 
that, if enacted, it will enslave the-farmers by virtue of an 
autocratic-power vested in- the ·Government to control their 
own operations on their own farms. 

I regret, Mr. President, the note of strife and conflict 
struck by the Senator from Pennsylvania yesterday when 
he raised an issue seeking to array industrial employees 
against 'the tillers of ·the soil. I was disappointed in that 
position taken by the able Senator, in view of the many 
arguments he has made upon this floor and elsewhere that 
the welfare· of the farmer depended upon the earning power 
of the industrial employees, and thus their ability to pro
vide a market for the products of the farm. That is the 
basis of every protective tariff argument that · has ever 
been made when addressed to the agricultural sections of 
the country. When it is asserted by a farmer that he gets 
no direct benefits from protective tariff, "Oh", they say, 
"you do get an indirect benefit, becailse by the maintenance 
of prosperity in the industrial field a market is created for 
the producers on the farm." Mr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator from -Pennsylvania ignores the reverse 
of that proposition in his appeal here, in his leadership, I 
may say, to establish a line of clevage between the residents 
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of the industrial sections and those of the agricultural dis
tricts. He ignores· the proposition that if prosperity in the 
industrial centers gives purchasing power and a consuming 
market for the products of agriculture, of necessity pur
chasing power by the farmer operates in exactly the same 
way and gives an equivalent purchasing power for the prod
ucts of industry. 

Ah, Mr. President, it was sad to hear the distinguished 
Senator from Pennsylvania, whose ability is recognized 
everywhere, assert that tb...is bill was for the benefit of the 
farmers in the upper Mississippi Valley and in · Texas and 
would be destructive of the interests of those in the indus
trial centers; and he turned to his colleagues from the Ea.st 
and asked them how they were going back home and ex
plain to theil' constituents their · votes for the bill. 

Mr. President, I heard no protests by representatives of 
agricultural areas when bills were pending here and were 
voted upon and passed for the relief of suffering and desti
tute industrial workers. When we passed the unemploy
ment emergency relief bill providing, first, $300,000,000, and 
later, at this session, $500,000,000, to be spent primarily not 
for the relief of the farmer but for the relief of the desti
tute and unemployed in the industrial centers, there was 
raised no protest of sectionalism, of class, as has been raised 
here by the Senator from Penns~vania. In. fact, Mr. Presi
dent, we had to pa.Ss those bills over the protest of the 
Senator from Pennsylvania, but I have not heard of any 
failure on the part of the duly elected agencies of his State 
to take advantage of their benefits. Almost the day after 
the bill passed we found the Governor of the State of the 
distinguished Senator from Pennsylvania clamoring at the 
doors of the Treasury for $45,000,000 of that money; and I 
think he got it; we were glad to give it to him. When dis
tress is abroad, when suffering prevails, who can have the 
heart to say, "No; those who are suffering are not in my 
class; they are not in the group with which I am associated; 
I will riot aid them?" That is a philosophy and a type of 
humanitarianism which I cannot accept. 

In my own State, Mr. President, I live in an industrial 
area, in the great Birmingham district. I am not here 
speaking solely for the interests of the farmer. I know as 
well as I know any rule of economics that if we can raise 
the price of our agricultural products we shall start the 
wheels of industry turning in the Birmingham district and 
in the other industrial sections oi the country. 

In the bill before us is involved a group which produces all 
the wealth of this Nation except that which is produced by 
the mines; here is the origin of wealth and the purchasing 
power; and notwithstanding the fact that a very small pro
portion of the increased cost is passed on to the consumer, 
under all past experience, we find gentlemen from industrial 
sections protesting that they are unwilling to vote to restore 
purchasing power to 50,000,000 American citizens. They 
talk about reestablishing foreign markets-and who is not 
interested in that subject?-but, Mr. President, with nearly 
half the population of America, including the freest spenders 
of an our citizens, absolutely deprived of purchasing power, 
with the market for the industries of this country almost 
swept away because of the loss of consuming power by 44 
per cent of our population, I submit that any true economist 
who will reason will promptly conclude that. instead of 
troubling about a market for 10 percent of our production, 
the first step to take is to reinstate a market for the 50 or 60 
percent of our domestic consumption which has been lost 
by reason of the unfortunate financial situation of America. 

There are, Mr. President, many phases of this matter with 
which I should like to deal, in answer to the distinguished 
Senator from Pennsylvania, but I am not going to take up 
the time to do so. I merely want the record made clear 
upon some of these subjects. 

However, I do wish to say further that it is exceedingly 
unfortunate for anyone to try to raise in this country at this 
time a feeling of strife and hostility between the people in 
the cities and those in the towns in the c-Ountry. Take 
wheat, for instance. A loaf of bread will not by reason of 
the passage of this bill be increased in price one half a cent. 

There is too much cost in the distribution from the time the 
wheat leaves the farm. 

It has been disclosed by an investigating committee of 
the Senate extending over a long period that less than one 
half a cent's worth of ft.our goes into a loaf of bread, and 
while the price of wheat may fluctuate up and down as 
much as 50 or 60 cents a bushel the price of a loaf of bread 
is not changed by such fluctuations as much as one half cent 
a pound. Take the case of the cotton farmer. A cotton 
shirt costing a dollar contains about 3 or 4 cents' worth of 
cotton, according to the price paid to the farmer. So I 
submit, Mr. President, that an increase in the price of agri
cultural commodities will not place any undue burden upon 
the consumer, because there is already too much taken up 
in distribution which can be squeezed out of that process, 
as has been done in the past. 

Mr. President, we in this country are a homogeneous 
people; our interests are the same. The people of the Bir
mingham coal and iron district have identical interests with 
the farmers in the Cotton Belt of Alabama. The people in 
Pittsburgh, the great steel center of our country, have a 
common interest with the farmers in the upper Mississippi 
Valley and in Texas. the sections referred to by the Senator 
from Pennsylvania. We not only have a common patriotic 
interest to rescue this country from its present depression; 
we not only have a common economic interest in restoring 
commodity prices, in restoring consuming power, in restoring 
employment opportunities; but we have a feeling of brother
hood widespread and everywhere in this country. 

Our people during all this great distress have been endur
ing and patient and patriotic. They are looking to the 
Congress for some form of relief. We have here a plan 
which offers it. The fear ot the Senator from Pennsylvania 
is that it will be too effective instead of not sufficiently 
beneficial in raising the price of the farmer's commodities. 
Some argue that it will not help the farmer. The Senator 
from Pennsylvania says it will help the farmer so much that 
Senators from the industrial centers cannot afford to vote 
for it and go back home and tell theil' own people they did 
so vote. I should like to have a little c-0nsistency in the 
argument of those who are in opposition to the bill. But 
with a spirit of cooperation which now prevails not only 
between the farmers and the administration upon the sub
ject, but the processors and packers and millers, we are 
exceedingly hopeful that beneficial results will accrue not 
only to the farmers but to the industrialists as well. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I have taken very little time 
during the consideration of the bill now before the Senate, 
except to make some inquiries in regard to it. I have de
sisted from entering into a discussion of the bill primarily 
to await the consideration and final disposition of the vari
ous amendments. But I find that it is going to be necessary 
for me to be absent from the Chamber for a day or two, and 
for that reason I want to address myself now not to any 
particular. amendment but to the bill itself. 

I think I can agree with all that has been said on either 
side of the aisle as to the desperate condition of agriculture. 
It is not unlike the condition of other industries. Unfor
tunately, however, agriculture is first to feel the etfect of a 
depression and usually the last to get out from under it. 
For that reason sympathy naturally will go to the farmer 
when he is in distress. I confess it would be nothing but a 
waste of time for me to repeat anything that has been said 
about the condiwon of agriculture. It is well known and 
nothing is to be added by repeating it. That is not only 
true now but it has been true for quite a period. 

Congress has been and is now most sympathetic with 
agriculture. No question can be raised as to whether there 
has been any effort by legislation to relieve the condition of 
agriculture. I have always taken the position that agricul
ture should be included in any program looking to adjust
ments on the basis ·of insuring higher prices. For that rea
son I have always insisted that agriculture should be one 
of the primary factors in the consideration of all protective
tari.ff legislation. . Those who assert that in tari1I legislation 
we have discriminated against agriculture speak from a dif-
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ferent philosophy, if not fund of information, than that 
from which I would speak, because the facts are that agricul
ture has always been regarded of primary importance when 
we come to consider that sort of legislation. 

In the last tariff act the percentage of increase ·on agri
cultural products comprehended nearly the total increase in
volved in the legislation. When anyone says to me, " What 
are you going to do for agriculture, since you have done 
something for industry? " my reply is that we do nothing 
for industry that we have not done in the same way for 
agriculture. The reply to that generally is, " But your pro
tective tariff is effective on industry, while it is not effective 
on agriculture." 

There is some force to that argument as to the items of 
which we produce a surplus, but it is only a half-truth. It 
is not wholly true. I have been told that there is no advan
tage to come from the tariff upon wheat. The argument 
has been made that it is easily demonstrated that there is 
no advantage because the tariff is almost as much as the 
price of wheat now. Nobody knows the useful effect of the 
protection of that article more intensely than the present 
Presiding Officer, the Senator from Montana [Mr. ERICKSON], 
who lives in a State interested in this particular commodity. 
When it is asserted that this has no effect on wheat, the 
facts are wholly ignored. For example, we produce 800,-
000,000 bushels of wheat. The Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
BANKHEAD J put some figures in the RECORD some weeks ago 
when he made an admirable address dealing with the facts 
relating to wheat. He said: 

Now, let us view wheat production from the world standpoint. 
In the pre-war period, 19Q9-10 to 1913-14. the average production 
was 3,041,000,000 bushels. For the period from 1921-22 to 1925-26 
that average increased 300,000,000 bushels. For the period from 
1928-29 to 1931-32, the last 4 years, wheat production increased 
to 3,783,000,000 bushels, or more than 700,000,000 bushels in ex_cess 
of the average production during the pre-war period of 5 years. 

Then, speaking of Canada, he said: 
I have pointed out that in the Vllited States the production of 

wheat increased from 690,000,000 bushels to 869,000,000 bushels 
during the last 4 years, an increase of nearly 200,000,000 bushels. 

In Canada, during the pre-war period, the production was 197,-
000,000 bushels. During the last 4 yea.rs it has gone from 197,000,-
000 bushels to 399,000,000 bushels, an increase of 200,000,000 
bushels. 

Mr. President, 399,000,000 bushels of Canadian wheat 
means a surplus of over 350,000,000 bushels that Canada, a 
country of 8 % million people, must sell outside of her own 
borders, while 200,000,000 bushels surplus of wheat in this 
country would ·be 200,000,000 bushels for 120,000,000 people. 
That means an exportable surplus in the United States of 
only 1.4 bushels per capita, while in Canada it means a sur
plus of 43 bushels of wheat per capita. I mention that for 
the reason that Canada must sell her wheat. It is a cash 
product. Out of the 399,000,000 she produces she con
sumes only about 50,000,000 bushels. That means about 350,-
000,000 bushels must be sold in the world market outside of 
Canada. If she be compelled to sell it in Liverpool, it would 
be at the world market price, plus the cost of transportation 
from Canada to Liverpool. If the world market was 22 cents 
below the market in the United States, Canada could easily 
afford and would certainly ship her wheat across the line 
into the United States. In other words, she must dispose 
of that tremendous surplus at any price, no matter how low, 
and if she can get only 40 cents in Liverpool, she could better 
afford to sell it for 35 cents in Minneapolis, because it would 
be to her advantage in a voiding payment of the transporta .. 
tion charges. Did we not protect our wheat grower by a 
tariff, Canada would ship wheat across the line at a price 
below the Liverpool price. 

In that situation, to say that a tariff on wheat has no 
effect is an absurd statement on its face. When we talk 
about giving protection to an article like wheat there is no 
argument whatever that it would not be effective in a case 
such as faces us right now. That was my answer when I 
said to a friend of mine that I always include the farmer in 
any legislation looking to the enhancemel}t of industry and 
the employment of labor· in the United States. 

Mr. President, no one in his sound mind is going to assert 
that there has been no effort on the part of Congress to aid 
the farmer. In fact, Congress has attempted by legislation 
what I doubt very much can be effected. I have been in 
Congress now for 20 years. That has been during the period 
when we have been so active in legislation on behalf of agri
culture. I hold in my hand a compilation published in 1931 
under the direction of Mr. Lewis, a member of the Govern
ment, being a collection of the laws relating to agriculture. 
The volume contains 267 pages. That volume reprints 123 
different laws relating to agriculture. It does not include 
the laws relating to agricultural credits. · Almost all of these 
laws, except a mere half dozen, have been enacted since I 
came to the Congress 20 years ago. These laws cover the 
various situations in which the farmer found himself. 
Every one of these laws, for most of which I voted, for some 
of which I v_oted under protest, was strongly endorsed by the 
best agricultural minds of the country through the repre
sentatives of the farm organizations domiciled here in 
Washington. 

For years I have found it convenient, when it comes . to 
legislation on a subject of this kind, to consult with experts 
as to whether the proposal is wise or otherwise. This vast 
body of legislative enactments contained in the volume to 
which I have referred represents laws placed upon the stat
ute books in answer to the demands of the farming elements 
and were enacted readily in response to their request. They 
are now on the statute books and in operation. 

Mr. FLE~HER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ERICKSON in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Ohio yield to the Senator from 
Florida? 

Mr. FESS. I yield. 
Mr. FLETCHER . . Will the Senator give us the number of 

the document to which he has ref erred? Is it a public 
document? 

Mr. FESS. It is a public document compiled by Elmer 
A. Lewis, superintendent of the document room of the House 
of Representatives, Washington, 1931. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Can the Senator giv.e us the number 
and the Congress? . 

Mr. FESS. It does not seem to have a number. I refer 
to this compilation of laws, Mr. President, only to indicate 
the response that Congress, both House and Senate, with 
the approval of the Presidents, from 1912 up to the present 
time, has made to requests to put upon the statute books 
measures for the relief of agriculture. 

What is the situation of agriculture in the face of that 
legislation today? 
. I do not know whether or not I am Jqstified in saying 
that the farmer would have been much better off if he had 
been let alone. I am of opinion that he would be better off 
if some of these laws were not on the statute books; yet 
every law was supported with the greatest sincerity and 
good will, and all of them were endorsed by the people whose 
judgments we have a right to respect when matters of legis
lation of this particular chara~ter come up. 

This compilation does not include the body of law for 
agricultural credit. I have the compilation of that body 
of law, printed at the same time, compiled by the same 
author, the superintendent of public documents of the 
House of Representatives. There are 13 of these laws, and 
they contain the actual print of 79 pages of legal enact
ments. These laws, again, were enacted in response to 
a general desire that the farmer should be put on the same 
basis in credit as the business man. We went through all 
of that argument in the original enactment of the farm 
land bank law, in the creation of the Farm Loan Board, 
in the creation of the joint-stock land banks that were a 
part of the farm land bank legi..slation, in the creation of 
the intermediate credit system that was inaugurated in 
order to increase credit facilities to the farmer. 

I stated on the floor of the House of Representatives when 
the first one of these measures was introduced that I did 
not believe the bill a.s then introduted and finally passed 
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would be of any. particular advantage to · th~ farmer in 
Ohio; but I was told that in certain States of the Union the 
credit facilities were not adequate and that the farmer 
needed something of this sort, and with some reluctance I 
voted for these acts to provide for the farmer credit facili
ties as now written into law. 

The argument appealed to me tremendously, that here are 
a young man and a young woman starting out in life. They 
ought to be permitted, if they are people of industry and 
frugality, to have the way opened by the Government for 
them to purchase a farm; and instead of paying a rental 
on a rented farm, as they would have to pay if they were 
tenants, the way ought to be opened for them to pay on an 
amortization plan a certain amount, say for 36 years, at the 
end of which time they would own the farm. Instead of 
having paid rent all the years and at the end of the time 
being turned out, they would own the farm on which they 
otherwise would have been paying rent. 

I admit that that argument appealed to me tremendously 
and was somewhat conclusive; but no sooner did we ·open 
the way for loaning for the purchase of a farm than it was 
said that it did not include improvements on the farm and 
that the loaning privilege should be extended to improve
mentS. When that was done we were asked to provide 
means for borrowing to stock the farm. Then the author
ization was not limited to borrowing for livestock or stock
ing the farm, but it was extended to perm.it borrowing to 
procure seed to plant the farm. Nobody thought of such a 
thing when we inaugurated this credit facility. In other 
words, we opened -the way to make it easier for a farmer to 
borrow without much regard to how he was going to pay 
when pay day came; and what has been the outcome? 
Note his present situation. 

Today the farmer has borrowed on the farm. He has 
borrowed on the improvements. He has borrowed on stock
ing the farm. He has borrowed on seeding it. As a conse
quence, some of them are in a hopeless mortgage situation; 
and we now have reached a point where we feel that if we 
can relieve that mortgage situation we ought to do it. 
Without a doubt there will be quite a general response on 
the part of Congress to the appeal for action in some form 
to help relieve that situation. 

I do not know whether the present amendment to the 
bill will be effective and safe or not. It certainly is a long 
step we propose to take; but it is the only thing that has 
been suggested. I frankly state that I have tremendous 
sympathy with the effort in some way to relieve the farm.er 
in regard to this particular obligation; but I am not unaware 
of how he got into his present position. 

Here is a fri~d of mine who is my neighbor at home~ 
He listened to his son, not as conservative as his father, not 
as cautious in incurring obligations. The father goes to the 
bank down in Louisville and borrows $5,000 on his farm. He 
mortgages a good farm. He takes the $5,000 and builds a 
silo. Then, unfortunately, he uses the rest of the money to 
improve the house in which he lives, and to build a brick 
wall around the yard. In other words, outside of the ex
penditure for the silo, the $5,000 has been invested in ways 
that will not bring him a single dollar of additional income. 
He called at my home and told me he could not pay the 
interest, and he is very, very much disturbed because I do 
not see any way by which he can avoid losing that farm. 

Here is another neighbor of mine who owns one farm of 
600 acres and an adjoining farm of 400 acres-a thousand 
acres, all told. He moves into town and leaves his two boys, 
college-bred to run t.he farm. They decide on going into 
fancy livestock, and they mortgage their farm on some ven
ture like that. What is the consequence? 

I could multiply those instances by thousands. I am in 
sympathy with trying to help relieve the condition if I can; 
but Congress must not give any promise that it is going to 
act as the almoner of every person who under the law has 
embraced an opportunity in which he has gone beyond his 
depth. That is not safe. 

I mention this to indicate to you that in our desire to 
make credit facilities more open and more readily secured, 

we have made it pcss1ble ·for many people to go beyond their 
depth, and we are now asked to relieve them. 

I admit that the depths to which they have gone are 
not alto~ether due to themselves. The obligation, of course 
is due to themselves, but the loss in the productiveness of 
the farm by a price decline· is not entirely due to them; and 
that makes the question a very difficult one. 

My farmers are constantly asking, "Why do you not re
duce the taxes? They are fixed, and we cannot get rid of 
them." The farmer had thought that the taxes that bur
dened him were taxes laid upon him at Washington. That 
is an error. While in Washington we reduced the taxes 
one third per capita until the depression set in, the States 
increased their taxation three times-at least, mine did, and 
I think most of them did. The farmer must be relieved 
somewhat of this burden of taxation; but that is the func
tion of the State, and not the function of Washington. 

We might help on the interest charge. That, I think, 
could be a phase of Federal legislation. We could help on 
the establishment of principles of bankruptcy so that the 
farmers might have an extension of time, or something of 
that kind. That, I think, would be within our province. 
When it comes to tallting about relievizi"g the farmer of taxa
tion, however, the relief must come through the State leg
islatures that are constantly increasing taxation, and doing 
it not necessarily at the request of the farm.er, but with his 
assent. · 

I have suggested that the States \night make a shift. 
Since we are bound to have Federal highwl.ys-or rather 
national highways; they are partially Federal-since we are 
bound to have good schools, and we are bound to have 
improvements in the States-and we all want them-I think 
it is absolutely inevitable that the States must make some 
provision by which taxes may be partially shifted from the 
farmer t.o other property owners. That, I think, must come; 
but that will come through the State and not from Wash
ington. 

I say that much to indicate to the Senate the problem that 
faces us, and how we have gotten into this situation. 

In this mass of legislation that has· been proposed, some 
was proposed that I did not vote for. The equalization fee 
that was presented by the distinguished Senator from Ore
gon [Mr. McNARY] I could not support, but not because it 
was unsound economically. I think, and stated at the time, 
that the equalization fee that dealt with the surplus, that 
placed upon the man who was to get the benefit of the law 
the burden oi suffering any loss in the disposition of the 
surplus, was a sound proposal, because the penalty that 
would be attached would be a deterrent against overproduc
tion, if there could be any deterrent. 

My opposition to the equalization-fee plan was that in m.y 
judgment it was not only unworkable but that it would cre
ate such an enormous bureau, and would not only do that but 
would ultimately produce a terrific revulsion of sentiment in 
the country against it. That is one of the proposals that 
was discussed here at length, which did not become a law, 
and for which I did not vote. 

The debenture plan did not become a law, and I did not 
support that. It was a clear subsidy. It had this merit, 
however: that it was definite. Under it there would have 
been paid half. the tariff, and the tariff is written into law. 
It is certain, it is not flexible, it is not one thing today and 
something else tomorrow. It is fixed until the law is changed. 
So that every producer . would know just what amount of 
money he would get on that part of his product that was 
exported. It had that merit; but it had several demerits, to 
which attention was called, and I did not support it. 

Mr. President, in the partial failure of the operation of 
the laws we had already enacted, and in the failure to enact 
these two plans, the equalization-fee plan and the debenture 
plan, both parties went to the country in 1928 with a pledge 
to relieve agriculture. The principle announced was that 
agriculture should be brought up to a parity with other 
industries. 

Mr. President, that is a very difficult thing to do. Agri
culture is different from all other industries. Most indus-
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tries are a matter of quick turnover. Many industries have 
a complete turnover every 3 months. Agriculture cannot 
have a turnover except once a year, outside of the poultry 
business, and we might say also in the case of a certain 
grade of livestock. 

It is very difficult, if not impossible, to bring agriculture, 
an industry of slow turnover, to an equality with other in
dustries with a quick turnover. Think of the automobile 
industry, how quickly a car can be produced. It is sold 
and then they are ready to go ahead with unlimited capacity· 
to produce. We cannot bring agriculture to a parity with 
that kind of an industry. No legislation would do it, no 
matter how many laws we enacted: 

The Democratic Party made its announcement on agri
culture in 1928, and the Republican Party made its an
nouncement. The Republican Party took the position that 
the thing to be done was to aid the farmer to solve his own 
problem, and in order to do that it enlarged the principle 
of collective bargaining by the enactment of the Marketing 
Act. The Marketing Act did only two things: First, it gave 
authority to create marketing associations, with adjunctive 
power of establishing stabilization organizations, and with 
a sufficient capital provided by the Government to make it 
effective. 

My Democratic friends.-and I want to stay wholly out 
of politics in this discussion-largely voted for the Market
ing Act, and it was a consistent thing for them to do. The 
very first disappointment to me ·was that in the Senate there 
was put onto that measure the debenture plan. When the 
debenture plan was voted on, 21 Republicans voted for it 
and 33 Democrats. Twenty-one Republicans voted against 
it and two Democrats. So that the bill carrying the deben
ture plan was passed in this Chamber. It then went to the 
House of Representatives, and was sent to conference. In 
conference the debenture plan was taken out, and the bill 
came back to us. On the vote on the conference report, 39 
Republicans voted for it and 4 Democrats, and 13 Repub
licans voted against it and 32 Democrats. So that the con
ference report, with the debenture plan out, failed in the 
Senate, and the bill went back to conference again. When 
it came back, with the debenture out, 74 voted for it and 
only 8 voted against it. The 74 was made up of 47 Repub
licans and 27 Democrats, and those against it were 3 Re
publicans and 5 Democrats. So that the final vote was a 
nonpartisan vote and pretty nearly unanimous. That is 
the history of the vote on the Marketing Act, also known as 
the " Farm Board Act." 

Mr. BORAH: Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. FESS. I yield. 
Mr. BORAH. Did the Senator say 74 voted for it? 
Mr. FESS. Yes. 
Mr. BORAH. The Senator means voted for the confer

ence report. 
Mr. FESS. Yes. 
Mr. BORAH. That was not a distinct vote on the de

benture. 
Mr. FESS. No. Seventy-four voted for the conference 

report. 
Our Democratic friends have criticized the Farm Board 

Act very vigorously. I do not blame them for their state
ment that they voted for it because it was an administra
tion measure and it had not been possible to present any
thing else, and therefore they voted for it because there 
was nothing else for them to do. But I think our Demo
cratic friends ought to recall their own plank on that par
ticular question. Their plank in the platform of 1928 on 
the farm situation read as follows: 

Creation of a Federal farm board to assist the fanner and 
stock raiser in the m.arketin~ of their products, as the Federal 
Reserve Board has done for the banker and business man. 

So that the creation of the Board was not merely a Re
publican idea; it was also a Democratic idea. The plank 
goes on to state why they wanted the Board created. 

Now, in the hour of agriculture's need, the Democratic Party 
pledges the establishment of a new agricultural policy fitted to 
present conditions under the direction of a farm board vested 

with all the powers necessary to accomplish for agriculture what 
the Federal Reserve Board has been able to accomplish for 
finance. 

I mention that not to bring politics into the situation but 
especially to indicate that the board idea was not only a 
Republican idea but also a Democratic idea. 

Mr. President, in the administration of the law there has 
been a lot of disappointment. I am not in position to say 
whether things would have been worse, and how much, if we 
had not had that legislation. Many people think they would 
have been much worse; they may have been. I am not in 
a position to say just how much we, as agriculturists, were 
~ble to secure out of this legislation. The farmers repre
sented here in Washington were in favor of it. But I want 
especially to call attention to this fact, that the President 
of the United States, in the appointment of the Board, 
recognizing the tremendous responsibilities and the serious 
problems confronting him, took many weeks in the selec
tion of the Board, with an entire omission of any con
sideration of whatever source except to benefit agriculture 
in the proper administration of the law. When I called 
upon the President on behalf of an Ohio farmer candidate, 
the President made it clear that my candidate did not 
measure up to his standard. The Board started out to en
force the law. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I wonder whether the Sen
ator from Ohio will agree with me that there was a con
certed effort and propaganda to discredit the Farm Board 
and discredit the Farm Marketing Act. 

Mr. FESS. I fully agree with that statement. I think 
that was quite evident in .mY own State, and for that reason 
I am not in position to state just how much good we got 
out of it or how much worse the condition would have been 
if we had not had the legislation. 

I want to call attention to the care exercised in the selec
tion of the Board in order to make the administration 
effective, in order to make the operation of the law a suc
cess. Those men, representing the particular commodities 
over which they had control, were certainly as well equipped 
as anyone who could have been found. I sat in a confer
ence at one time and listened to a conversation like this 
when we were about to go into the market to buy wheat 
and cotton: It was asserted, as it had been asserted here 
on the floor, that we never would need to do that; that all 
that would be necessary would be to write into the law 
authority to do it, and that we would never need to exercise 
it. The theory of it was that if the dealers should know 
that the Federal Government had the authority to go into 
the market and buy wheat and cotton at a price which the 
Government would fix, the mere authority, without ever ex
ercising it, would be sufficient to keep the price up. It 
was not. 

Then when it was made clear that they would have to 
start actual buying the question was as to how much they 
should buy. It was thought that without doubt if they 
started to buy, so that the trade would see that the Govern
ment was doing it, there would be no necessity of buying 
more than five or ten million bushels of wheat. Yet we went 
on and bought to the extent of 200 million bushels, keeping 
the price of American wheat about 22 cents above what it 
was in Liverpool, until it became necessary to announce to 
the country that the Board would not follow that practice 
the next year. When that announcement was made the 
force of the Government's fiat was withdrawn and wheat 
went back with a bang, as everybody knew it would. 

There was a board composed of men of the best ability 
that I know of, yet incapable, through their consultation 
power, to keep the price up to a certain figure, even though 
they went into the market and bought. That failed. What 
does the pending bill propose to do? It proposes to give to 
one man the power to do what, under the law, this aggrega
tion of men could not do. 

The fact was that the Farm Marketing Act did not please 
the public, and there was great opposition to it from various 
sources. Farmers were disappointed in the prices not being 
kept up, and both those interested in agriculture and gen-
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eral improvement began to study to determine what change 
should be made or what ought to be done. Have we gone 
toward the end? Is there any other way? 

We heard in this Chamber time after time that the failure 
to keep the price of wheat above a dollar a bushel was due 
to the fact we did not buy all the wheat in the country; that 
if we had bought it all we could have fixed the price to suit 
ourselves. There were certain Members of the Senate as 
well as of the other House who thought we ought to go to 
that extent. Of course,. I think that would be perfectly 
futile. I agree with the statement of the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] in his reference to the effort of Brazil 
to valorize coffee and of Great Britain under the Stevenson 
Act to increase the price of rubber. It simply cannot be 
done as a permanent policy; it is an impossibility; and we 
certainly have abundant evidence of that inability and 
futility. 

In the campaign last year I was very much interested in 
knowing what the policy of the Democratic candidate for 
the Presidency, Mr. Roosevelt, would be. On the 14th of 
September, in the city of Topeka, he made his pronounce
ment on the question of farm relief. On September 15 the 
New York Times blocked on the front page the salient state
ments of that speech. I have read that speech, and the 
Presiding Officer, as well as every other Senator, will recall 
that it dealt wholly in negatives. It stated what the plan 
would not include without specifically stating what it would 
include. The then candidate for the Presidency said: 

First--

I am taking this time, Mr. President, because everybody 
is extremely anxious to do what can be done to relieve the 
condition of the farmers if it is at all feasible; but I feel 
that I cannot be expected to do what, in my judgment, will 
do no good but will do harm. That is why I am taking this 
time. 

First, the plan must provide for the producer of staple surplus 
products, such as wheat, cotton, corn 1n the form of hogs, and 
tobacco, a tariff benefit over world prices, which is equivalent to 
the benefit given by the tariff to industrial products, and that 
differential benefit must be so applied that the increase in the 
farm income purchasing and debt-paying power will not stimulate 
further production. 

Mr. President, this bill abandons the idea of the tariff 
benefits. I am not criticizing it for that reason, because· the 
bill is written on a different basis from that involved in the 
debenture plan, which was designed to give the tariff bene
fits; but I note this one statement of Mr. Roosevelt, that the 
bill must be so written that the increase in the income and in 
the debt-paying power to the farmer " will not stimulate 
further production.,, There is no possibility of increasing 
the debt-paying power of the farmer and the income of the 
farmer by legislation without stimulating his production, 
unless we pay out of the Treasury a subsidy in lieu of his 
production. 

Second, the plan must finance itself. 

This bill is written not on the basis of the plan :financing 
itself, although primarily it might be said that it will do so; 
but it provides for advancements out of the funds of the 
Treasury; nobody has even attempted to say how much. 
The Secretary of Agriculture was asked about how much 
this proposal would cost, and he said it would probably cost 
$800,000,000; and that was a mere estimate. It is true that 
the bill is so written that there is to be a tax paid and turned 
over to the producers, and it is supposed that that will take 
care of the expenses; but the bill provides that there shall 
be advances out of the Treasury to insure against any 
deficit. 

Third. It must not make use of any mechanism which would 
cause our European customers to retaliate on the ground of 
dumping. 

I assume that that meant that it must not be a plan 
dealing only with surpluses. The debenture plan and the 
equalization plan did not deal with the portion of agricul
tural commodities consumed domestically; they dealt with 
the sW'plus. The surplus is the part to be dumped, and I 
assume that the candidate meant that the measure must 

be so written that it would not result in dumping. For that 
reason this bill is written on the basis of the domestic con
sumption rather than on the exportable surplus. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Ohio yield to me? 

The . PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Ohio yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 

Mr. FESS. I yield. 
Mr. FRAZIER. I notice that the Senator from Ohio 

stated that the Secretary of Agriculture said that it would 
cost $800,000,000 to administer this bill. 

Mr. FESS. That statetnent was made in his radio address. 
Mr. FRAZIER. On page 131 of the hearings which were 

held before the committee the Secretary states: 
I have been quoted as stating that the operation of the meas

ure will cost $800,000,000. I have made no such statement and 
the Department has made no such estimate. 

Mr. FESS. I will accept that statement, but it was 
printed in all the newspapers that $800,000,000 would be the 
cost of the administration of ~ this measure as estimated by 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. FRAZIER. I know that statement was made, but I 
have quoted from the statement in the Secretary's own 
testimony given before the committee. 

Mr. FESS. That is official, but the Senator from North 
Dakota will admit to me that it does not amount to a fig, 
when nobody knows what it is going to cost, not even the 
Secretary of Agriculture. It does not amount to anything. 

Mr. FRAZIER. I, for one, should like to put a limit on 
the amount of cost on a percentage basis. 

Mr. FESS. I think that would be a good feature. 
Fourth-

! am still quoting from the Topeka speech-
It must make use of existing agencies and, so far as possible, be 
decentralized in its administration so that the chief responsibility 
for its success will rest with the localities of this country rather 
than with created bureaucratic machinery in Washington. 

I think that probably the authors of the bill have tried to 
write that feature in it, but it certainly is not in the bill, 
as I shall show when I come to analyze it by sections. This 
bill erects a bureaucratic organization here in Washington. 
It has no limit in that respect; it is wholly within the wishes 
of one man, whatever he thinks may be necessary. It pro
vides that he may use committees and associations in various 
localities; but the bill is so framed that there will be erected 
in the Agricultural Department, to say nothing about that 
to be attached to the Treasury Department; a bureau that 
will be equal to, if not greater than, any bureau we have 
now in Washington. 

Fifth. It must operate as nearly as possible on a cooperative 
basis and its effect must be to enhance and strengthen a coopera
tive movement. 

That is a justifiable position, because I do not believe that 
we are ever going to assist the farmer when he operates 
simply as an individual. It seems to me that he has got to 
be a part of a collective organization, and the cooperative 
feature. I think. therefore, is a valuable one. 

Sixth. This plan must be, insofar as possible, voluntary. I like 
the idea that the plan should not be put into operation unless it 
has the support of a large, reasonable proportion of the producers 
of the exportable commodities to which it is to apply. 

That feature is omitted in this bill. It was written orig
inally in the bill that was first set up. It was provided in 
the original bill that it should not become operative unless 
60 percent of those to be benefited approved it. This bill, 
however, omits that feature entirely. 

Mr. President, not to be offensive, for certainly there is no 
ground for that, I think I can understand why the then 
distinguished Democratic candidate for President of the 
United States, and now the President, took the time to say 
what the bill should not contain, but not a moment to say 
what it should contain. It was that feature of his address 
about which I was much concerned. I do not care so much 
about what a bill may not have in it as what it actually does 
have in it. But, after reading this bill now before us, I 
know why the candidate did not specify what was to be in 
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the bill. He could not know then, as he does not know now. 
There is nothing in the bill except a delegation of authority, 
and that authority is broad enough to authorize the Secre
tary of Agriculture to explore any field of any sort that may 
come to his mind as being necessary to enter in order to 
revive agriculture. That statement is not irresponsible; that 
statement will be verified by an examination of this bill. 

I think that I can agree with the distinguished chairman 
of the committee in his desire to provide some method for 
handling the stock of cotton now in the possession of the 
Farm Board. I have sympathy with him not only in his 
desire that that stock of cotton should be properly handled 
so far as the cotton producers are concerned but for the 
public generally, because I am of opinion that if we can get 
rid of that stock, it will be a benefit to all. There is one 
feature in that portion of the bill which I think ought to be 
eliminated. It is that provision which not only authorizes 
but directs the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to ad
vance funds. I do not like the idea of a law directing one 
governmental agency to loan money to another without any 
discretion whatever. Such a provision is in this bill, and I 
doubt its wisdom, although I approve its purpose. When 
another bill was before the Senate on this subject that pro
vision went out, but I see it has been put back in the pending 
bill. I pass over the cotton provision for the time being, 
but will come back to it later, when I shall want the atten
tion of the chairman pf the committee. 

Mr. President, my primary objection to the bill is its revo
lutionary character. Subsection 2 of section 8, on page 7, 
provides the authority to trade in the commodities of the 
farmer. 

We are writing into the law for the first time in the his
tory of the Government a limitation on the freedom of the 
most stable citizen of America, the farmer, limiting him in 
his ability to care for his own business by the sale of his 
own product without first entering into an agreement under 
authority from Washington or by his purchaser obtaining 
a license from Washington. If the man who deals in the 
products of the farmer is willing to make an agreement with 
the Secretary of Agriculture, then he does not need a 
license. That agreement will represent the Government on 
the one hand and the dealer on the other hand. It is an 
agreement that dictates. It is not the result of a free 
exercise of mind to agree or disagree. 

The agreement that is to take the place of the license is 
the most complete limitation on the individuality of the 
purchaser of American farm products. If he is willing to 
accept the dictation of the Secretary of Agriculture in the 
form of an agreement which is one-sided, then he does not 
need a license; but if he refuses to make such an agreement, 
then he has to stop business or discontinue the purchase of 
what he has had the right to purchase as long as his busi
ness has been in existence until he gets a permit in the form 
of a license from Washington. Never in the · history of 
American business that deals with private matters has there 
been such an expansion of authority. But that is what is 
proposed here in the pending bill. 

What are to be the terms of the license? Whatever the 
dictator may say. No one knows what the Secretary of 
Agriculture may decide in his last guess ought to be in it. 
How much does it include? Wheat? Yes. The other six 
articles mentioned in the bill? Yes. Anything else? Yes; 
everything. Nothing is excluded. I read: 

To issue licenses permitting processors, associations of producers, 
and others to engage in the handling, in the current of inter
state or foreign commerce, of any basic agricultural commodity 
or product thereof, or any competing commodity or product 
thereof. 

What does that include? It includes both commodities 
and the products of the commodities. How many commodi
ties are named? Seven, as listed later in the bill. How 
many are covered? All of them, because it covers the whole 
gamut by saying, "Any competing commodity or product 
thereof. 0 Are potatoes omitted? Certainly not. Potatoes 
can easily become a competitor of flour or wheat. It 
'includes " competing " articles. Rayon may be declared 
not to be included, but it is included. Wool may be said 

not to be included, but it is included. There is nothing 
excluded except that which could not possibly be a compet
ing article. When someone asks what can be a substitute 
for food, the reply is that everything is a substitute for food. 

Mr. President, the idea that we are writing a law without 
terms or conditions mentioned, but existing, not yet ma
tured, merely in the mind of somebody. The terms are not 
yet matured. We are writing this licen....c:e with indeterminate 
features covering every article that can be known as" food" 
by including a competing article of food. That is p:·oposed 
to be done in this legislation. 

In the first place, I am sure the American farmer will 
revolt against this intrusion upon his rights to the extent 
that he may not sow bis wheat or plant his corn or breed 
his stock without first getting a permit from Washington to 
do so. That is a new role that the American farmer is 
going to resist when it is undertaken to be put in operation. 

Unfortunately there is no choice left to the man who is 
to buy the products because there is a penalty attached to a 
violation of the agreement or of the terms of the license. 

The penalty is not only a revocation of the license but a 
thousand dollars fine each day during which the violation 
may continue. It is very difficult for me to understand how 
anyone can get the · consent of his own mind to agree to 
tying down agriculture like that, punishing a dealer for 
buying an article of the farmer without a license to do so, 
and this to advance the price. There are additional bur
dens in subsection 4 of the same provision. 

Mr. President, it is indeed revolutionary to create by act 
of Congress a dictator over this great industry made up of 
farmers, representing 30,000,000 of our population. A dic
tator is to be placed over the farmer in a complete denial 
of his individuality, which in the end must be so offensive 
to him that I suggest there will be a terrific adverse reaction 
when it becomes operative. 

Not only that, but the particular taxing provision is prob
ably the worst thing we have ever undertaken to write into 
legislation in this country. Taxation is a method employed 
for support of the public, including all citizens in the coun
try levying the tax. This is the method employed from the 
beginning of civilized government. The time was, of course, 
when public taxation was not used, but it was prior to and 
including the feudal days when the public was not even con
sidered. But when we reached the Anglo-Saxon view that 
every citizen was a part of the government and recognized 
as a partial bearer of the burdens of government, we 
adopted the public system of taxation. That became the 
Anglo-Saxon practice. We have been very jealous in keep
ing the taxing authority where it belongs, in the hands of 
the people-more jealous about that than any other sub
ject with which we deal. 

Senators are not oblivious to what caused the war of in
dependence. It grew out of taxation. Senators are not 
oblivious to what produced the French Revolution. It was 
the subject of taxation. We wrote our Constitution follow
ing an accumulated series of events that constituted a strug
gle between the Government and the people. I have often 
thought, when I have been reading the lives of men like 
Gladstone, Chamberlain, Palmerston, and others, of those 
who covered the great reform era in Great Britain, and 
marked how they struggled to get certain reforms adopted, 
that we never bad any struggle over such matters because 
they were fundamental with us and written in the begin
ning into our organic law. Take, for example, Gladstone, 
who was in Parliament 63 years, 5 times Chancellor of 
the Exchequer and 4 times Prime Minister, a record never 
achieved by any other man in the British Empire. He has 
to his credit a long list of great reforms, including, among 
others, the reform relating to general education. That re
form was never fought out in this country because we made 
it a fundamental right at the beginning. Another reform 
related to the freedom of a person to go to a university 
without regard to his religious affiliations. It is difficult for 
us to realize that that was not accomplished in Great Britain 
until 1877, and yet for centuries we had built our Government 
on that fundamental principle as the most elemental of 
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principles. The electoral reforms, including the· privilege 
of franchise, ran through many stages in the last century. 

So it goes. If we read of the successful efforts of those 
great statesmen in their efforts at· reform, the striking fact 
will be found to be that notwithstanding their struggle 
covered a century of debate and effort, we never had it be
cause we wrote those principles in the beginning in our 
organic law, the Constitution, or else the Bill of Rights, 
which constitutes the first 10 amendments to the Consti
tution. One of the things that we wrote in the organic 
law was that all bills creating revenue, the taxing feature, 
must originate in the House. because Members of the House 
were designed by the framers to represent the people and 
thus it would be the people doing it. We keep the right of 
taxation close to the people, and we have never permitted 
any deviation from it. Nowhere has it ever been attempted 
to delegate the power of taxation away from Congress. On 
yesterday the Senator from Delaware [Mr. HAsTINGS] quoted 
the bristling debate of Democratic Senators on this subject. 
That is an unheard-of thing. It would even not be toler
ated in Europe. 

But what are we attempting to do here? It is proposed 
to violate every fundamental principle of this feature of the 
Constitution. We are asked to ignore the very genius upon 
which American liberty has been built. We are asked not 
only to give to an individual who is an appointive officer, 
with no responsibility to the people, the right to say what 
the tax shall be, but we are asked to give him the right as to 
the time to levy it and determine how it shall be collected, 
and then to grant him authority to provide for its expendi
ture before it is collected. 

Mr. President, there never before has been in the wildest 
imaginings of the most fertile brain, any such proposal as 
is contemplated by the taxing section of this bill. Taxes 
must be clear. That is elemental; but here it is as clear 
as mud, because nobody knows what it is going to be. 

Taxes must be certain. The only certain thing about this 
is its uncertainty, for it is in the mysticism of the brain of 
an appointive officer. 

Not only that, but not a dollar can be gotten out of the 
Treasury except by an appropriation. The Constitution is 
specific on that point. Every bill, resolution, and so forth, 
that is designed to take money out of the Treasury must go 
through the two Houses and be signed by the President. 

What does this bill do? The tax is not yet fixed. The 
tax is not yet collected. The tax is supposed to go to the 
Treasury; but the tax is taken out of the Treasury, in viola
tion of the Constitution, by the act that authorizes it to be 
placed in the Treasury, the appropriation being made even 
before the tax is collected. Nothing like that has ever been 
suggested before, so far as I know, by anyone here in the 
United States nor in Europe. 

To obtain revenue for extraordinary expenses incurred by reason 
of the existing national economic emergency, including expendi
tures for rental and benefit payments and adminstrative expenses 
under this title, there shall be levied processing taxes as herein
after provided-

And so forth. What is the tax? We do not know. Notice 
the uncertainties in this section: 

The rate of tax shall conform to the requirements of subsection 
(b). Such rate shall be determined by the Secretary of Agri-
culture. 

It is not fixed. The Secretary of Agriculture does not 
know what it will be. The rate of tax, which is one of the 
subjects of greatest controversy upon questions of taxation, 
is to be left to an appointive officer. 

Such rate shall be determined by the Secretary of Agriculture 
as of the date the tax first takes effect, and the rate so deter
mined shall, at such intervals as the Secretary finds necessary to 
effectuate the declared policy, be adjusted by him to conform 
to such ~equirements. 

Not only is the rate to be fixed by him but when it is laid, 
and when it will stop, is fixed by him. 

The processing tax shall terminate at the end of the marketing 
year current at the time the Secretary proclaims that rental or 
benefit payments are to be discontinued with respect to such com
modity. 

When will that stop?-
The marketing year for each commodity shall be ascertained and 

prescribed by regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

We do not know. 
Why was it that the distinguished gentleman who is now 

Pr~sident-a candidate at the time-did not specify any
thing as to what this bill would include nor make the 
merest suggestion when he spoke in Topeka? The reason is 
quite obvious-because nobody knew then, and no one knows 
now, not even the President. We are, therefore, giving it 
over to one mind. I think I need not say that so far as I 
know, the present Secretary of Agriculture is a man of very 
c~~able mind. It is not that to which I object; but we are 
g1vmg over to one person the power to fix something when 
nobody knows what it will be, and then give it the force 
of law. 

(b) The processing tax shall be at such rate as equals the dif
ference between the current average farm price for the commodity 
and the fair exchange value of the commodity; except-

Now, listen: 
except that if the Secretary has reason to believe that the tax 
at such . rate wm cause such reduction in the quantity of the 
commodity or products thereof domestically consumed as to re
sult in the accumulation of surplus stocks of the commodity or 
products. thereof or in the depression of the fa.rm price of the 
commodity, then he shall cause an appropriate investigation to 
be made and afford due notice and opportunity for hearing to 
interested parties. 1 

And he can then discontinue it or modify it. 
Here is a tax uncertain as to rate, uncertain as to when 

it is to begin, uncertain as to when it is to end, all in the 
power of the Secretary of Agriculture. He lays the tax. He 
comes to the conclusion that it was a mistake. Then what 
does he do? He rectifies his mistake by changing it. He 
modifies it by increasing it, or decreasing it, or taking it off 
entirely. 

How is business going to run on such a basis as that? 
And how is the farmer in whose name we are legislating 
going to fare under such a dictation? 

The section following this defines the terms of the bill. 
It states what are the basic articles, naming 7. Then it 
defines what processing means in the case of wheat, and 
it defines what processing means in the case of cotton, and 
so on, including corn. Then there is this singular language, 
remembering that the bill is all-inclusive under the com
peting segment of the bill. Now, note this: 

In the case of any other commodity, the term "processing" 
means any manufacturing or other processing involving a change 
in the form of th.e commodity or its preparation for market, as 
defined by regulat10ns of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

What is the definition? It is intended to tell the public 
what the legal term means in its proper construction; and 
what is this definition? It defines the item to be what 
the Secretary of Agriculture will say it is to be. That is a 
definition that needs defining.· 

If there is anything that is essential in a law, it is clarity, 
clearness, and certainty, so that its meaning may be known. 
There can be neither in the mysticism of a single mind, the 
dictator of the production of 30,000,000 people distributed to 
120,000,000 citizens. There is no meaning to be given here, 
because it is not yet defined by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Yesterday the Senator from Delaware [Mr. HASTINGS] dis
cussed in a forceful and eloquent speech the bureau here 
at Washington. I do not intend to take any additional time 
on that subject. 

In the admirable address that was delivered by the Sena
tor from Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON] on last Friday, as I 
remember, I raised the question of the meaning of sub
section (c) of section 10. I do not think I ought to be at 
all surprised at the stretch of power that is in this subsec'." 
tion, in view of the fact that there is no limit to the authority 
given to the Secretary of Agriculture. This bill, in fact, 
wholly substitutes the power of the Secretary of Agriculture 
for the power of Congress: 

(c) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized, with the ap
proval of the President, to make such regulations with the force 



1933 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 1725 
and effect of law as may be necessary to carry out the powers 
vested in him by this title. Any violation o' any regulation shall 
be subject to such penalty, not in excess of $100, as may be pro
vided therein. 

Mr. President, we even give to the Se.cretary of Agriculture 
the power of criminal procedure. We give to him the power 
to make regulations; and those regulations, by the lan
guage of the bill, are to have the force and effect of law, and 
any person violating those regulations is to suffer a penalty 
of $100. 

If it is conceivable that we want to do that sort of thing, 
I cannot understand it. 

Mr. President, it is very obvious that the writers of this 
bill-which smells of the cloister and has the scintillatiflns 
of the theorist-knew that it was totally unworkable; and in 
order to avoid clogging the channel of its operation they 
have, in subsection Ce>, escaped the auditing of their ac
counts by exemption from the examination of the Comp
troller General. 

Mr. President, if this bill were not one dealing with agri
culture, a regulation like that never could get through either 
the House or the Senate. There is no other industry that 
ever could get such an exemption as that. 

The theory of audit is that the spender of the money 
must not be permitted to audit his own accounts. The 
triumph of this century was when Congress took over the 
authority of auditing accounts of the executive department 
which is the spending department of this Government. 
Congress is the authorizing department of the Government; 
and the Congress that authorizes the expenditure is the 
power that must be permitted to audit the accounts of the 
Executive, who is the expending officer of the Government. 

We have a bureau known as the "General Accounting 
Office.'' It is headed by one who is subject to removal only 
by impeachment. He cannot be removed by the Executive. 
The Executive has no control over him. Why? He is the 
spokesman of Congress, the authorizing power to examine 
the accounts of the Executive, the spending power. In the 
days of General Grant, when he wanted the Comptroller of 
the Treasury to do a certain thing, and he said he could 
not, the President is alleged to have said, "Well, I cannot 
make you do it, but I can get another Comptroller." 

Here is the case where Congress, in a bill signed by the 
President, reformed the auditing of the accounts of the 
Executive, and took from t e Executive Department the 
right to audit its own accounts, and created a body repre
senting Congress to audit the accounts of the spending de
partment, and created it in such a way that no one can 
remove it except Congress. 

As the Presiding Officer and every Senator knows, no pay
ment can be made if there is any doubt about it until the 
Comptroller General approves it as in accordance with law. 
We authorized last session appropriations of $3,918,000 for 
the maintaining of the General Accounting Office. It is 
there, ready to work. Every other department of the Gov
ernment must be submissive to that authority. A provision 
is written into this measure that none of these accounts are 
to be audited by the Comptroller General. I will read it, 
found on the bottom of page 14, subsection Ce). 
. The action of any omcer, employee, or agent in determining the 
a.mount of and in making any rental or benefit payment shall not 
be subject to review by a .ny officer of the Government other than 
the Secretary of Agriculture or Secretary of the Treasury. 

That is a complete reversal of the reform we have written, 
that no department can audit its own accounts, that all ac
counts must be audited by the auditing department of the 
Government, the General Accounting Office, headed by the 
Comptroller General, who cannot be removed except by 
impeachment. 

Why was that written in there? Because, in the first 
place, we are giving the power to the Secretary of the Treas
ury to make law, and the Comptroller General will certainly 
say, "That is not law, and there will be no payment under 
it." We are going to get around that by not allowing him 
to have anything to do with it. That is a confession that 
the bill is unworkable, and we should never submit to such 
a thing as that. That section ought to go out. 

When we were discussing the bill, I raised the question 
as to why we should give to the Secretary of Agriculture 
the powers written in sections 8, 9, and 10 of the Fed-eral 
Trade Commission Act. Those sections in that act author
ize investigations, and they can compel witnesses to attend 
and testify, and they would be subjected to punishment in 
the way of very substantial fines if they disobeyed. 

Here is the Federal Trade Commission, with all the ma
chinery set up. The proponents of this bill do not want the 
Secretary of Agriculture to be disturbed by any independent 
commission whose purpose is to do the thing they want the 
Secretary of Agriculture to do. I assert that with the full 
knowledge that it will not be contested. If it were not that 
orders have come down from above to pass this bill as it is 
written, it could not get half a dozen votes here. My friend 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. DILL] would not vote 
for a thing like this. 

Mr. President, I have referred to commodities. While 
they are only referred to as seven, the competing angle of 
the bill makes it all-inclusive, governing everything. I spoke 
a moment ago about the revolutionary change in the taxing 
power. Here is the appropriation power. I read section 12, 
page 16: 

The proceeds derived from taxes-

Where do taxes go? They must go to the Treasury. How 
do they come out of the Treasury? They cannot come out 
except by action of Congress in the regular way. The 
committee reporting this bill is not an appropriation com
mittee, it is a legislative committee, and this provision for 
that reason alone is subject to a point of order. 

The proceeds derived from taxes imposed under this title, or so 
much thereof as may be necessary-

Who is to say how much is necessary? The" king"?
are hereby appropriated. 

Mr. President, section 12, on page 6, makes an appropria
tion of funds from the Treasury which have not yet been 
collected. 

The very distinguished Senator now presiding [Mr. CLARK 
in the chair], who served with so much grace and dignity 
in the House of Representatives as Parliamentarian when 
his most distinguished father was Speaker, during all the 
time I was a Member of the House-and no one is more 
familiar with the rules than he-knows that not a dollar 
can come out of the Treasury except through an appropria
tion by Congress. Here is a bill which provides for the 
collection of taxes and, in the same measure, does not au
thorize the appropriation but actually makes the appro
priation before the taxes are collected. If ever there .was 
before proposed such a revolutionary procedure in legisla
tion, I have not known anything about it. 

I now read subdivision (b) : 
The Secretary of Agriculture and the .Secretary of the Treasury 

shall jointly estimate from tiple to time the amounts currently 
required for such payments and expenses, and the Secretary of 
the Treasury shall advance. out of any moneys in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, to the Secretary of Agriculture the 
amounts so estimated. 

That is a guess. It is left, not with the Secretary of 
Agriculture alone, but with him in conjunction with the 
Secretary of the Treasury, to estimate what the needs will 
be, and then the Secretary of the Treasury is required to 
advance out of the Treasury funds to take care of these 
expenses. Suppose the expenses are beyond the income, as 
they will be. That does not matter. 

Mr. President, the tax is collected. I am talking about 
the general matter of income taxes. Our collectors collect 
taxes, and they make some erroneous collections. There 
have been spurious estimates, and taxes have been illegally 
collected, and the taxpayer may pay under protest and come 
to Washington and ask for a refund. The Treasury reviews 
the case, it goes through a long rigmarole, through various 
stages, and finally it may be heard before the Board of Tax 
Appeals and decided that the taxes should be refunded. 

Can the taxpayer whose tax has been illegally collected. 
and so decided by proper authorities, get his money by going 
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to the Secretary of the Treasury and asking him for what 
the Treasury says is due him? He cannot. He has to 
present his case before the proper officers, and they have to 
present the matter to Congress, and not a dollar goes out 
of the Treasury for a refund except as we authorize it and 
make the appropriation here. What does this bill do? I 
read subsection (c): 

(c) The Secretary of Agriculture shall transfer to the Treasury 
Department and is authorized to transfer to other agencies, out 
of funds available under this title, such sums as are required to 
pay administrative expenses incurred and refunds made by such 
department or agencies. 

A refund is to be paid by the Secretary of Agriculture with 
no authorization, either by this body or anyone else but 
himself. Yet a taxpayer whose taxes have been illegally 
collected, which fact has been so adjudicated., could not get 
a dollar until Congress made the appropriation. There is 
not a fundamental principle of taxation or appropriation 
upon which we have been operating which this bill does not 
violate. · 

Originally the bill provided that the law should terminate 
in two years. That was changed so as to provide ~hat it 
should terminate when the President terminated it. 

Mr. President, I especially want to call attention to sec
tion 15, subdivision (a). If this section is as I understand 
it, I do not think the Senate wants to pass it. It provides: 

SEC. 15. (a) If the Secretary of Agriculture ftnds, upon investi
gation at any time and after due notice and opportunity for hear
ing to interested parties, that any class of products of any com
modity is of such low value compared with the quantity of the 
commodity used for their manufacture that the imposition of the 
processing tax would prevent in whole or 1n large part the use of 
the commodity in the manufacture of such products and the'reby 
substantially reduce consumption and increase the surplus of the 
commodity, then the Secretary of Agriculture shall so certify to the 
Secretary of the Treasury, and the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
abate or refund any processing tax assessed or paid after the date 
of such certification with respect to such amount of the commodity 
as ls used in the manufacture of such products. 

That, I think, is one of the most serious features in this 
bill. Let us take wheat as the commodity. The product of 
wheat is flour. A tax has been pJaced upon wheat, we will 
say, and the tax has been so burdensome that consumption 
has fallen and the price is broken. 

We will say we are using potatoes as a competing article, 
and instead of buying the flour people buy potatoes, or 
something else to take the place of flour. The Secretary 
of Agriculture finds that that is being done. Therefore, 
finding that the operation of the law is resulting in the 
piling up of a surplus, depressing the price of both the com
modity and the product, to relieve that situation, the Sec
retary of Agriculture will certify to the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and the Secretary of the Treasury shall abate or 
refund any processing tax. 

How would that operate? The miller buys a thousand 
bushels of wheat. He has to pay the man who sold him 
the wheat the current price, and, in the form of a tax. the 
difference between the current price and the fair exchange 
price. This cillierence he gives in the form of a certificate. 
The miller has paid the farmer for this amount of wheat. 
He is paid for it in money and in a certificate. The farmer 
takes the certificate and will cash it at the bank if he can 
find a bank that will take it, which is cashed by the Secre
tary of the Treasury. 

The farmer has his money from the miller and banker. 
The Secretary of Agriculture :finds that in that process the 
price was so broken that he would have to discontinue it. 
and therefore the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized 
to refund the tax. To whom? To the miller. I suooose. 
Well, the Secretary of the Treasury owes that amount to 
the man who has the scrip, and if he presents it he is paid. 
So, if the Secretary is authorized to refund it, that much is 
a total loss to the Treasury, because it is paid to the farmer 
for his scrip and refunded to the miller. 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President--
The P.RF.sIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield to the Senator from South Dakota? 
Mr. FESS. I yield. 

Mr. NORBECK. That is upon the theory that a change 
in the price of wh at may become necessary on account of 
the price of bread. 

Mr. FESS. That does not answer the suggestion. 
Mr. NORBECK. Can the Senator tell me of a single 

instance where the price of bread has changed on account 
of the price of wheat? 

Mr. FESS. Examination will show that the price of bread 
changes when the price of wheat goes up, but it is not likely 
to change when the price of wheat goes down. 

Mr. NORBECK. In other words, when there is from half 
a cent to 1 cent of wheat in a loaf of bread a condition will 
be created that will call for an adjustment. 

Mr. FESS. The Senator knows that industry very quickly 
increases the price of its products if the raw commodity 
used by the industry is increased in price. 

Mr. NORBECK. Yes; but the middleman may have to 
absorb a little. 

Mr. FESS. And industry will not decrease the price when 
the price of the raw commodity goes down. 

Mr. NORBECK. I admit that they "charge all that the 
traffic will bear"; the Senator and I absolutely agree on 
that. Therefore, I contend that they cannot charge any 
more and that the middleman has got to absorb a little of 
the increase. A 10-cent loaf of bread with a half a cent's 
worth of wheat in it is the condition we have. 

Mr. FESS. Yes; but I will say to the Senator from South 
Dakota that does not answer the question at all. 

Mr. NORBECK. No; but the Senator is starting on the 
presumption that a certain thing will happen, and he uses 
wheat as an example. I contend that it cannot happen in 
the case of wheat and bread. 

Mr. FESS. Why put it in here, then? 
Mr. NORBECK. I did not write the bill. 
Mr. FESS. Why put this provision in? I am honest in 

my contention. 
Mr. NORBECK. No one questions the Senators honesty 

at all; I am merely questioning his logic. 
Mr. FESS. My logic is certainly as strong as my honesty 

is clear. 
Mr. NORBECK. I do not think so. 
Mr. FESS. Yes, it is. If it is not, I want the Senator 

from South Dakota to explain this paragraph. Let me 
read it again. 

Mr. NORBECK. I am not ,going to explain any paragraph 
to the Senator. I did not write the bill. There can be many 
explanations. I have heard here forecast a good many 
things that might happen. I beg pardon of the Senator and 
I will not further take his time. · 

Mr. FESS. The Senator is not interfering with me at 
all The Senator from South Dakota is one Member of 
this body who knows about this very question probably bet
ter than anyone else, and it is a subject that I want him 
to explain to me. I will read it again: 

SEC. 15. (a) If the Secretary of Agriculture finds, upon investi
gation at any time and after due notice and opportunity for 
hearing to interested parties, that any class of products of any 
commodity-

! took flour just as a sample-
ts of such low value compared with the quantity of the com
modity used for their manufacture that the lmpositlon of the 
processing tax would prevent in whole or ~ large part the use 
of the commodity In the manufacture of such products and 
thereby substantially reduce consumption and increase the sur
plus of the commodity, then the Secretary of Agriculture shall so 
certify to the Secretary of the Treasury, and the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall abate or refund any processing tax assessed or paid 
after the date of such certification with respect to such amount 
of the commodity as is used in the manufacture of such products. 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, I ask the Senator whether 
he made inquiry of the Secretary of Agriculture as to his 
interpretation of that provision? 

Mr. FESS. I have not. 
Mr. NORBECK. Nobody else can interpret it. 
Mr. FESS. I think probably that is so. 
Mr. NORBECK. Why not address the question to those 

who will interpret it? That could have been done a week or 
two ago and the Senator would have had an answer. 
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Mr. FESS. I accept the Senator's chastisement for not 

consulting with the Secretary of Agriculture. This is what 
I said: that if there is such a refund it is paying out of the 
Treasury the amount to the miller that the Treasury has 
paid to the farmer, and that much is lost to t.he Treasury 
and does nobody any good. I hold that that is incontro
vertible, and it seems to me that that feature of the bill 
ought to be eliminated. 

There are a great many other provisions in the bill along 
the same line. I do not want to take any more time, how
ever, for the reason that it has been generally understood 
that I could not give my consent to the enormous delega
tion of power; but I do not want anyone to think that 
because of my objection I would obstruct the bill, because 
I do not mean to do so. I wanted to discuss the bill itself. 
I have only partially done so. I had anticipated going 
through the entire bill. However. I will not further com
ment on individual sections. There are some other features 
as to the theory of the bill, which do not go to the mechanics 
of it, to which I want to give attention. I should like to ask 
the Senator from South Carolina if he knows Mr. William D. 
Anderson, of Macon, Ga.? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes, Mr. President; I know him. 
Mr. FESS. I do not want to ask any question that might 

seem improper, but I am wondering whether Mr. Anderson 
might be regarded merely as a propagandist or whether what 
he might say to an individual Senator could be taken at 
100 percent? 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Anderson's character and ability are 
certainly as fine as those of any man I know in that section 
or in any other part of the country. 

Mr. FESS. Very well, Mr. President; I have a communica
tion from Mr. Anderson in regard to this bill which is 
actually the strongest presentation I have yet seen by way 
of controverting the feasibility of adopting legislation of 
this character. It is so strong that I think it ought to .go 
in the RECORD, but I do not know that I shall ask that it go 
in the RECORD because it is so long. Mr. Anderson, in point
ing out his objection to the bill, states that he objects to it 
on three grounds. He declares the first ground to be that 
it would be a boomerang and would do the farmer more 
harm than good, and then he sets out arguments which I 
think are unanswerable and conclusive. Mr. Anderson says: 

The bill will not restore prosperity to agriculture. It fails to 
provide a remedy for the vital difiiculty which confronts the 
cotton farmer today. 

He says it does not deal with the two items essential
first to increase consumption, and if that fails, then to limit 
production. He continues: 

If we are to help the cotton farmer by legislation, then ·such 
legislation must have for its purpose a broadening of the market 
for cotton and cotton goods. Our objection to this bill is that 
its terms will tend to curtail the consumption of cotton and of 
cotton goods. 

Further, he says-
The production of ootton must be reduced until the world 

surplus is of such moderate proportions that the price of cotton 
will not be depressed by it. His (the cotton farmer's) production 
must be intelligently adjusted to the consumptive needs of the 
world. In addition to this, the market for his cotton must be 
stimulated by increasing the consumption of cotton for both do
mestic and industrial use. 

rI'hese statements of Mr. Anderson are all fundamental; 
they are really elemental. Then he raises the question as 
to just how much the price of cotton goods will be in
creased. I want the Senators to note this statement. He 
says that if the tax be applied only to the domestically con
sumed portion of the crop, then it will raise the price of 
cotton 7 c::!nts per pound, but if it be applied to both do
mestic and export it wi11 raise it 17 cents. Of course, under 
this bill it would apply only to the cotton consumed domesti
cally. Mr. Anderson further says: 

Either figure imposes a frightful sales tax on the consumption 
of cotton goods and will inevitably curtail their consumption. 
Those of us in daily contact with the very problem of distribut
ing textiles are scarred with the battles we fight With the buying 
public over the price of goods where one sixteenth and one eighth 
of a cent per yard is involved in the discussion. 

Where the price is increased by only one sixteenth of a 
cent a yard. 

There will be set forth in a later paragraph figures showing that 
textile products in common use must be advanced from 15 to 70 
percent if a processing tax of approximately 7 cents per pound is 
to be assessed on cotton. 

Then, in asking what effect that would have upon the 
trade, he makes the statement: 

It can be safely predicted that the passage of this bill will be 
a severe boomerang for the farmer and one of the severest blows 
that has yet been dealt him in the effort to artificially advance 
the price of his products through legislation that contravenes the 
most elemental and fundamental laws of business. 

The second objection is as to the effect the bill would have 
upcn the textile industry; and since the chairman of the 
committee. who knows personally Mr. Anderson, has vouched 
for his integrity and his ability, I want Senators to note 
these figures: 

On the assumption that the processing tax on cotton will be 
approximately 7 cents per pound. the Cotton Textile Institute has 
made careful calculations which indicate that standard print cloth, 
the material out of which the dresses worn by those in moderate 
circumstances are made, will be increased in price from 42 to 44 
percent, depending on the construction. 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

Ohio yield to the Senator from South Dakota? 
Mr. FESS. I yield. 
Mr. NORBECK. What is the weight of the cotton in a 

cotton dress or a cotton shirt? 
Mr. FESS. I think the weight is very light, but I do not 

know what it is. -
Mr. NORBECK. It is about a half a pound, is it not? 

So how could the tax make the finished product so much 
more expensive. 

Mr. FESS. I am quoting what is said by Mr. Anderson, 
who is an expert in cotton matters. 

Mr. NORBECK. What he says is an argument rather 
than a statement, is it not? 

Mr. FESS. It is a statement, and the argument will have 
whatever effect the statement will justify. 

Carded broadcloth, out of which medium-priced shirts and 
underwear are made, will be increased 40 percent. 

Dress goods are light in weight, while broadclcth is not 
light in weight. 

Narrow sheeting-

And such sheeting is not light in weight. 
Narrow sheeting, which is an article of common household use, 

will be increased from 55 to 62 percent, depending on the con
struction. Chambray, out of which work shirts are made, will be 
increased from 37 to 39 percent, depending on the construction. 
Denims, out of which workmen's overalls and work clothing a.re 
made, will be increased 46.6 percent. Wide sheeting, used in the 
manufacture of bed sheets, will be increased 3·6 percent. Carded 
yarns, of the type used in the manufacture of the ordinary grades 
of knit underwear and of workingmen's socks, will be increased 
approximately 70 percent. The increases on the lighter-weight 
and sheerer fabrics used in the more expensive garments take a 
smaller increase than do the goods more largely consumed. . 

It is that phase that was the basis of my question to the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH] as to the mental 
integrity of the man who had written this statement. I 
know that when we put on a tax of so much it is said that 
it is a tax of 100 percent in the form of a sales tax . . That 
itself does not have the effect on me that the actual figure 
of increase to the consumer has. In other words, the Sena
tor from South Dakota properly asks the question, If we 
decrease the price of wheat, how much effect will that have 
on bread? When we increase the price of wheat we say it is 
so many percent, and yet it will not increase the price of 
bread. I want every man to know that if we put on this 
percentage of increase in the form of a tax on cotton it will 
have a certain effect on the actual price of the finished 
product. I did not wa::it it in a percentage of tax. I 
wanted to know how it would be reflected on the consumer, 
and this is his statement giving the various articles of the 
trade. There can be no question about the accurate knowl
edge of this dealer. 
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Mr. · President, I want the attention of my colleagues in 

connection with another phase of the measure. It is a very 
dangerous thing · for Congress to enter into ·the realm of 
price fixing. I do not mean merely because it is eco
nomically bad, as everybody admits it is; but I want Sena
tors to know what effect it has upon the consuming public. 
It is a very serious thing for Congress by its decree to say 
that the consumer must pay more for his food and clothing 
than he is now paying. It is true that we might feel justi
fied in saying that he is paying too much and putting a limit 
on it as we did in the case of the railroads. We gave the 
power of regulating railroad rates to a Government agency, 
not to increase the rates but to save the public from an 
Increase, and forbidding an increase. 

The purpose of railroad rate regulation in behalf of the 
public was on the theory of having lower rates and still 
allowing an adequate return to the railroads. That was the 
purpose of the law. But here it is proposed, in the interest 
of the public, not to reduce the consumers' costs but to 
increase those costs, and it is by the Government itself that 
it is being done. We are going to have a repercussion from 
this measure. Especially will we have it when the unem
ployed feel irked at having to pay more for clothing and 
food because of the voluntary act of Congress in order to 
assist one particular section of our population. 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON] on April 7 
made as strong a presentation of the pending bill as I think 
anybody could. He is always effective and powerful in his 
presentation of any subject. At page 1395 of the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD of April 7 he explained why .we use 1909 to 
1914 as the base period. These are the words of the Sena .. 
tor from Arkansas: 

The base period selected by this measure, 1909-14., has not 
been selected by chance. The exception made for tobacco is a 
special case, and I shall mention it in a moment. 

Indeed, it has already been discussed; questions have been 
asked and answered. It so happens that during that pre-war 
period the prices of the things the farmer sold and the prices of 
the things he bought were in the most satisfactory exchange rela
tionship that had been achieved up to that time. So far as price 
relationships were coneerned, the buying power of both farmer 
and city worker was functioning smoothly and effectively. We 
seemed to have reached the point in this period when both agri
culture and industry were prospering on even terms. 

That is a clear statement of why that period was accepted. 
But that was a period of high prices and I am wondering 
whether the Senator from Arkansas recalls what the Demo
cratic platform of 1912, which fell within that period, said? 
I will read it. This is the platform adopted at the conven
tion of 1912 held in Baltimore, which named the distin
guished president of Princeton, later Governor of New 
Jersey, who made a very distiiiguished President: 

The high cost of living is a serious problem in every American 
home. The Republican Party, in its platform, attempts to escape 
from responsibility for present conditions by denying that they 
are due to a protective tar.i1I. We take issue with them on . this 
subject, and charge that excessive prices result in a. large measure 
from the high tariff laws enacted and maintained by the Republi
can Party and from trusts and commercial conspiracies fostered 
and encouraged by such laws, and we assert that no substantial 
relief can be secured for the peeple without import duties on the 
necessaries of life are materially reduced and these criminal 
conspiracies broken· up. 

That was the plank on the high cost of living adopted in 
July 1912, within the period which the Senator from Ar
kansas states: 

So far as price relationships were concerned, the buying _power 
of both farmer and · city worker was functioning smoothly and 
effectively. We seemed to have reached the point in this period 
when both agriculture and industry were prospering on even 
terms. 

Mr. President, I do not read that plank because of what 
might be charged as an inconsistency of that plank with this 
proposal. That is not the purpose. I read the plank to 
call attention to the question of cost of living becoming a 
political issue, as in the past, on the basis of the charge and 
the complaint that the cost of living was too high and due 
to Republican policy. Here it is due to actual legislation 
under the leadership of that party. If Congress performed 
the function by its fiat, saying the price of an article of 

consumption shall be so-and-so, then the consumer has a 
right to look to Congress as to protection against the amount 
of increased cost he is going to suffer in the purchase of 
any ·article of necessity. We are -treading a dubious path 
when we enter the field of price fixing, not only economic but 
political. I want to avoid the necessity for any citizen of 
our country to feel it his right and privilege to look to 
Washington for relief from conditions for which the Govern
ment is not responsible and asking Congress to do for him 
something that it is not our business whatever to do. I very 
much dislike to see the Government launching into the realm 
of price fixing. A part of the American public will de
mand higher prices; another, a larger part, will charge to 
the Congress that we are robbing them by making the price 
too high. The price may not be too high, but the mere fact 
that we are responsible for the cost, if such proposal as this 
is law, makes us more or less responsive to the charge of the 
American people. It seems to me that is worthy of our 
careful consideration, especially on behalf of the producer 
of food who will be outvoted 6 to 1 if a contest is made 
between him and the consumer. 

Mr. President, I regret that the problem confronting us 
seems to . appeal to this body as a political question. We 
have here written a bill wherein at every place the term 
"economic law" should appear there has been stricken out 
any such term and inserted in lieu thereof '' political ap
pointment.', Instead of economic laws determining, a 
political appointee is to determine. ·I wonder what would 
be the meditations of a man like Thomas Jefferson, the 
greatest representative of the liberty of the ir:.dividual citi~ 
zen in government that ever lived, the finest exponent of 
local self-government of any person in this or any other 
country, so far as I know, the founder of a philosophy that 
had such tremendous drawing power that in these many 
years it has controlled the Government so often and in its 
name at least is now in control of the Government. Yet 
Thomas Jefferson, the author of the classic expression" That 
government is best which governs least ", must see tbe people 
who bear his name now foisting upon the country a policy 
unqer which the Government at Washington touches with 
its official dictation every individual self-respecting farmer 
in America. What must be the reflections of the founder of 
that theory of politics? Talk about Hamilton, the repre
sentative of power! He never dreamed of anything like this. 
In fact, no one has ever dreamed of anything like this. I 
cannot go along with the admitted experiment. After vot• 
ing for the mass of legislation of · farm relief the past 20 
years, with the present results to agriculture, I cannot take 
this leap into sovietism. 

Mr. President, this morning's Baltimore Sun contains a 
very interesting editorial on this subject. I do not want to 
take the time to read it, but I should like to have it inserted 
in the RECORD as a part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD in the chair). 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The editorial is as follows: 
[From the Baltimore Sun, Friday, Apr. 14, 1933] 

FARM-KELIEF MYSTICISM 

If the administration's fa.rm relief bill is passed, the Secretary 
of Agriculture will be king of agriculture and a large part of 
industry as well, probably with greater powers at his command 
than any appointed omcial in the peace-time history of the Nation. 
Then what difference does it make whether or not he has the 
power, conferred upon him yesterday by the Senate over his pro
test, to order farmers to be paid the cost of production for their 
products? If we are going in for kings of agriculture, why quibble 
about that? 

Perhaps the principal reason is that the inclusion of this par
ticular provision would add to Secretary Wallace's obligations as a 
czar those of a seer and mystic. As the bll1 is rigged up at present, 
the powers are conferred upon the Secretary to attain certain 
fairly specific, if arbitrary, objectives-the restoration of certain 
price parities between agricultural and nonagricultural products. 
But by adding to his powers that of ordering farmers paid the 
cost of production for their wares, the Senate would call upon 
the Secretary to master the unknown. There is no agreement on 
the nature of " cost of production " as an economic concept. 
Down through the a~s economists have been fighting about it 
indecisively. And could that fight be settled, there would remain 
the terrific job of applying t2l.e concepts to mill1ons of farms, 
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with the ultimate goal being the attainment of certain relatively 
meaningless averages. 

Since the Senate would merely authorize and not direct the 
Secretary of Agriculture to order farmers paid cost of production 
tor their products, it may be argued that the Senate action makes 
no difference because Mr. Wallace has said he does not want the 
power. In being made a king, however, Mr. Wallace probably 
realizes that he will not only be under popular pressure to live up 
to the legends about kings, but a prey to his own impulses to 
move from mere temporal power to triumphs 1n the realm or 
metaphysics. Successful application of the cost-of-production 
formula would call for such a triumph. He is wise to try to 
avoid the obligation, and the House would do well to see that it 
is not forced upon him. 

It is bad enough to be faced by a farm-relief program which 
involves dangerous movement along .. an untrod path" through 
worldly mazes. We should be saved the necessity of having our 
Secretary of Agriculture become a practicing mystic. 

During the delivery of Mr. FESS' speech--
Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me 

so that I may send to the desk an amendment to the pending 
bill in order that it may be printed for consideration at a 
future time? 

Mr. FESS. I shall be glad to yield. 
Mr. GLASS. I send the amendment to the desk, and ask 

that it be printed and lie on the table. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EIUCKSON in the chair). 

The amendment will be received, printed, and lie on the 
table. 

Mr. FESS. Does the Senator desire to have the amend
ment read? 

Mr. GLASS. No; I do not care to have it read. 
Mr. FESS. I am glad to yield to any request ever made 

by the Senator from Virginia. 
· After the conclusion of Mr. FESs' speech, 

Mr. CAPPER obtained the floor. 
Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator from 

Kansas yield to me to put in the RECORD something to which 
my attention has been called by the rema1ks of the Senator 
from Ohio? 

Mr. CAPPER. I yield to the Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. NORRIS. The Senator from Ohio has referred to 

the increased cost to the consumer. I do not find myself 
in disagreement with the Senator from Ohio in the funda
mental principles involved. I think the present legislation 
is excusable only on account of the terrible conditions in 
which we find ourselves. It seems reasonable to inf er that 
if we increase the price of wheat and other farm products 
to the producer, we will increase the price to the consumer; 
and yet statistics show that that does not always occur. 

Nobody can tell now how much the price of a loaf of bread 
or a package of cigarettes will be increased if this bill goes 
into effect. Many people think it will not be increased at 
all. 

As bearing on the subject, I desire to quote some figures 
given before the Senate Committee on Agriculture and For
estry by Mr. Francis J. Clair, president of the National 
League for Economic Stabilization, Chicago, ill. It appears 
on page 204 of the hearings. 

He proposed, in the plan that he was presenting, to fix 
the price definitely, although he said it would be changed 
from year to year; but under present conditions he wanted 
to fix the price of wheat at $1.25 a bushel, the price of com 
at 87 cents a bushel, the price of cotton at 18 cents a pound, 
the price of wool at 32 cents a pound, and the price of oats at 
42 cents a bushel. Starting from those :figures, Mr. Clair 
made some computations. 

He said that he was out in Iowa, at the town of Lama:r. 
He went to the elevator. He saw a farmer bring in a load 
of corn and sell it to the elevator man for 4 cents a bushel 
That is what the producer got when he delivered it to the 
nearest railroad market from his farm. 

The same day that he saw that, Mr. Clair says, he went to 
a restaurant in Lamar. He bought a package of Post 
Toasties, made of corn, probably produced right in that vi
cinity, and he paid 10 cents for it. It weighed one half 
ounce. It contained one half ounce of corn. So he figured 
out that that made $3.20 a pound, or $192 a bushel, that the 
consumer was paying for corn. 

He went on to say that he came to Washington. The day 
before he testified he bought a package of Puffed Wheat. 
It weighed one half ounce. He paid 10 cents for it in a 
popular restaurant here in the Capital City. He figured 
out that that meant $300 a bushel that he, the final con
sumer, paid for wheat which the farmer in Kansas and 
Nebraska is selling now for 24 or 25 cents a bushel, and in 
some places for less. 

Then he referred to Uneeda Biscuit, a product of wheat. 
Uneeda Biscuit sold for 5 cents a package when wheat was 
selling for $3.65 a bushel. It is selling for 5 cents a package 
today. 

Let me read something that Mr. Clair says happened in 
Chicago at a bakers' convention, where he was in attendance 
just 6 weeks ago. He saw a new device offered to the bakers 
to slice bread before it was furnished to the housewife. 

After some 2 hours spent with the manufacturer of that 
machine--

Mr. Clair says--
I was able to calculate that this one little new device, a machine 
to cut bread, cost more per loaf to slice it than the farmer got 
for the raw material entering the breadstutf. What is true of the 
Uneeda Biscuit is true of a suit of clothes. 

He :figured out, on this basis that I have told you about, 
with the price of wool at 42 cents a pound, how much there 
is in a suit of clothes and what it costs. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. NORRIS. I have not the floor. I am speaking by 

the courtesy of the Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. FESS. Will the Senator from Kansas yield? 
Mr. CAPPER. I shall be glad to yield. 
Mr. FESS. Has the Senator any figures as to the increase 

of price of tlie product when the commodity price increases? 
The Senator's figures are as to a decrease. 
. Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 

Mr. FESS. I do not think the price of a product is 
decreased by decreasing the price of the commodity. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator may be right about that, but 
it ought to be. If it is a fair rule, it ought to work both 
ways. If the consumer is to be charged the same price for 
a loaf of bread or a package of Uneeda Biscuit when the 
farmer gets $3.65 a bushel as when he is getting 25 cents a 
bushel, the thing ought to work the other way also, and if 
it is fair it will. 

Mr. FESS. I think the Senator misinterpreted my 
question. 

Mr. NORRIS. Probably. 
Mr. FESS. The point I made was that when the price of 

the commodity is increased the baker will almost certainly 
increase the price of bread; but when the price of the com
modity is decreased he does not decrease the price of bread. 
I think that is the practice. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator will admit that it ought to be 
done, however. 

Mr. FESS. Yes. 
Mr. NORRIS. In other words, I am trying to illustrate 

that nobody can tell just what the effect on the consumer 
is going to be when the price of the product produced by 
the original producer is changed, either up or down. We 
do know, however, from the statistics, that there is no 
mathematical rule by which that can be determined. I 
concede that the price of the fi.nished article ought to go 
up and down, just as the price of the raw product goes up 
and down, but it does not operate that way; and many 
believe-and I think they are partially right-that that 
would be the case here. 

I am not one who is claiming that an increase in the 
price of the raw commodity will not increase the price to 
the consumer. I do not want to be understood as taking 
that position. I think it will be justified, however, because 
we start with the basis that the producer will not and can
not continue to produce unless he gets at least the cost of 
production. 

I thank the Senator from Kansas for yielding to me. 
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Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I desire to bring to the at

tention of the Senate the action of the Legislature of the 
State of Kansas with respect to the pending ·legislation. It 
is in the form of a concurrent resolution adopted unani
mously by a legislature which is especially well qualified to 
voice the wishes of the farmers of Kansas and is well quali
fied also to speak for the agriculture of the West. 

The resolution is as follows: 
Whereas Kansas is largely an agricultural State and largely 

dependent on that industry; and 
Whereas prices of agricultural products, both crops and live

stock, are now, and have long been, so low that the farmers are 
unable to pa.y taxes, interest, and upkeep and to secure a living 
'return for their capital and labor; and 

Whereas many farmers already have been dispossessed of their 
homes and thousands more are threatened with the loss of the 
accumulations of a life of toil; and 

Whereas . the business of our cities has been heavily curtailed 
by the plight of agriculture and thousands of our laboring men 
have bee!1 thrown out of employment: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the senate (the house of representatives concur
ring therein), That the Congress of the United States is urged to 
speedily enact into law the measures for farm relief as now pro
posed by President Roosevelt in special message of March 16, 1933, 
1n order that agriculture and industry may be rehabilitated and 
labor given employment; be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of state be, and is hereby, directed 
to transmit copies of this resolution to the President of the 
United States and to the Senate and to the House of Representa
tives of the United States, and to each of the Members of the 
Kansas delegation therein. 

Then I have a telegram which comes from the farm or
ganizations of the State of Kansas. Every farm organiza
tion with a State-wide membership joins in this appeal to 
the Congress to enact this legislation. 

The telegram, dat.ed April 7, addressed to myself, says: 
~e committee of Kansas farm organizations- • 

And let me say that they have a membership of nearly 8'. 
quarter of a million-
consisting of State Farmers' Union, the Grange, the Farm 
Bureau, the Kansas Wheat Marketing Association, the Farmers' 
Union Jobbing Association, Cooperative Commission Co., Coopera
tive Grain Dealers, Equity Union, Kaw Valley Potato Growers' 
Association, and Washington County Creamery Association, assem
bled in annual meeting, unanimously endorses the emergency 
farm-relief measure as passed by the House and as it now stands 
in Senate, and urges its speedy enactment. We collectively and 
individually offer our support in its administration in any way 
iii which we may be of service. 

RALPH SNYDER, President. 
W. 0. SAND, Secretary. 

Mr. President I am going to vote for the pending emer
gency farm-relief measure because I believe it is a step in 
the right direction. I hope it is a long step in the right 
direction. I realize fully that it proposes to give unusual, 
in some respects almost unlimited, powers to the executive 
branch of the Government. I realize that to a great extent 
the success or failure of the measure depends upon the 
wisdom, the patriotism, and the· common sense with which 
it is administered. 

No one is more fully aware than I of the fact that no one 
piece of legislation-nor, in fact, any amount of legislation 
alone-can solve all the problems of agriculture. 

Everyone sympathizes with those simple souls who de
mand a "simple and easily understood" bill for the relief 
of agriculture. But the fact is that the relation of agricul
ture to industry in a complex and highly developed civiliza
tion is a very complicated relationship. 

There is no simple solution to such a complicated 
problem, nor is there any guaranteed solution. If there 
were a simple solution, guaranteed to work, we would have 
little trouble in reaching an agreement to adopt that solu
tion and use it. 

I am perfectly aware of the fact that this measure, espe
cially in its implications and possibilities, is a complex 
piece of legislation. Also, I am aware that it is highly 
experimental and possibly may not work. 

Now that does not mean that I am supporting the meas
ure because it is complicated, because it is experimental, 
because it may not work. It simply means that I am voting 
for it with a full recognition ·of these objections to the 
mea~ure. I favor the lower rates of interest for refinanced 

farm mortgages, as provided in the Frazier bill, but other
wise the measure has my approval. 

As a matter of fact, I have hopes that the measure is 
flexible enough to make it possible for the Secretary of 
Agriculture-perhaps I should say the President of the 
United States, because it really is to the President that we 
are granting the broad powers conveyed in this measure
! have hopes that the act's flexibility will make it possible 
for the President to succeed in this experiment of national 
planning for the country's basic industry of agriculture. 

In connection with the broad powers granted the Chief 
Executive and the Secretary of Agriculture in this measure, 
I want to say something else. 

Even if I were not so vitally interested in relief for agri
culture, even if I had less faith in this measure than I 
have, I probably would feel impelled to support the measure. 

In the first place, President Roosevelt has asked for its 
enactment as a part of his national emergency program. He 
says this measure is a necessary part of that program. 
Under present conditions, with this Nation in what I believe 
is the most critical period in its history, at least since the 
Civil War, I have been supporting the President's other 
emergency measures-excepting the one which declares 3.2-
percent beer to be nonintoxicating, and I reserved my right 
to oppose that from the beginning. I intend to continue 
giving him my support as long as he proposes constructive 
measures which are plainly intended and planned and 
worked out in the publi-c interest. 

In the second place, almost ever since I have been in the 
Senate, Congress has been trying earnestly to find a solu
tion of this farm problem. We have tried earnestly, con
scientiously, patriotically; but there were too many of us 
with varying ideas to agree upon what should be done. 
Now President Roosevelt has asked for the responsibility of 
solving the problem. He says give him the power and he 
will take that responsibility. At least we will get action 
in place of inaction and in my judgment we are more likely 
to get results from action than from continued inaction, 
and, in a way, this may be the most practical program 
yet suggested in Congress for dealing with the ills of 
agriculture. 

For one thing, this measure deals with realities; this 
measure faces facts; it gets down to brass tacks, so to speak. 
It is based upon a realization of actualities, actualities which 
until now only the farm organizations, the farm leaders, 
some economists, and a few who have been known as "the 
farm bloc" in the Congress for the last 10 or 12 years have 
known to be the facts. 

The pending measure, this program for restoring farm 
prices and farm purchasing power, lays down the flat propo
sition that to restore agriculture, to bring the farmer back 
into the buying market, to make farm:iilg pay, it is neces
sary to bring about a parity in exchange of products between 
agriculture and industry. And that proposition goes to the 
heart of the problem of civilization. 

It probably is safe to say that man-and mankind-needs 
just about 7 things to assure his material well-being. His 
other wants and desires and comforts and progress rest upon 
these basic needs. They are: 

Food; shelter; clothing; fuel and transportation, including 
communications; a medium of exchange; and reasonable se
curity for life and property. 

It has been more or less accepted in our civilization that 
if Government furnishes a reasonable security for life and 
property and controls the medium of exchange and trans
portation, then individuals can be trusted to provide and 
exchange among themselves the necessary food, shelter, 
clothing, and fuel, and in the process obtain each his fair 
share of the comforts and luxuries of life. But somewhere 
along the line we have fallen down. Today we have a Nation 
of 120 million persons, with plenty of food, enough shelter, 
plenty of clothing, plenty of fuel, plenty of transportation
plenty of these five fundamental requirements. 

With plentiful supplies of food, however, we have bread 
lines; with sufficient shelter, we have millions of homeless; 
there is plenty of clothing, but millions only partly 
clothed. 
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With immense resources of fuel, during the winter many 

suffer from cold. 
And with all our wonderful systems of transportation

by rail, by highways, by water, by air-necessities are not 
being moved to where they are needed. 

Why? 
There are many suggested answers to that question. I 

am not going to try to give an answer and say it is the 
answer. But I will suggest a few points that I think have 
an important bearing on the subject. 

In the first place, Government has fallen down on its 
job of furnishing and regulating an adequate medium of 
exchange. Our monetary and financial system is grievously 
faulty. 

In the second place, Government is not furnishing the 
reasonable security to life and property to which our 120 
millions are entitled. Reasonable security of life and prop
erty, as I see it, means that those who produce food and 
shelter and fuel and clothing, and the many services that 
go with these, are entitled to exchange their products for 
other commodities and services on a fair basis of exchange. 
In other words, they are entitled to parity of exchange values 
in the exchange of their commodities and services. 

One of the facts this measure takes into account is that 
over a period of time the group of our people who, year 
after year, are on the short end of the exchange of the 
things they produce for the things they have to get from 
others in the end is going to go broke. When it does, it no 
longer affords a market for the products of other groups. 

For this reason it is in the long-time interest of all groups 
of the community that each group is enabled to trade its 
products or services for other products and services on a 
fairly even basis. From the national viewpoint this has 
always seemed to me to be particularly true of agriculture. 
It embraces a large part of our population. It furnishes the 
best market for the products of other industry. A stable 
and prosperous agficulture can and will keep alive the 
civilization of which it is a part for a long span of time. 

From my casual reading of history it seems that every 
civilization of the past instead of maintaining parity of ex
change with agriculture has insisted upon exploiting agri
culture. Other industries, centralized in centers of popu
lation, organized in large units, have inevitably gained 
greater bargaining power than the farmers, have exploited 
the farmers, have ruined the agriculture of that civilization, 
and thereby ultimately committed suicide. 

That is a foolish policy to follow. But it is the policy we 
have been following in this Nation. 

Mr. President, this is not a generalization that I have been 
making. It is a statement based on the records. There is 
a bureau in the Department of Agriculture known as the 
"Bureau of Agricultural Economics." It deals with facts 
and figures; deals with statistics. I know that statistics are 
not what might be termed popular. Statistics deal with 
facts. Facts, even when simple and easily understood, 
never have enjoyed great popularity, and statistical facts are 
sometimes complicated. Hence not much attention is paid 
to them by most of the people. Statistics give most of us 
a headache and a tired feeling. I am not crazy about sta
tistics myself. 

Nevertheless, this Bureau of Agricultural Economics pub
lishes, and has been publishing monthly for years, some 
facts expressed in figures that tell pretty nearly the com
plete story of what has happened to agriculture, because 
agriculture and industry have not exchanged their products 
on a parity basis. 

This B.A.E., as the Bureau is known in farm circles, among 
other things, keeps track of farm prices. These farm price3 
afford an index of the basis of exchange of farm products 
for industrial products. The Bureau has kept track of the 
prices the farmer receives for his products, the prices he 
pays for the things he has to buy. 

A careful study of the farm price structure resulted in 
this Bureau taking the 5-year period from 1909 to 1914 as 
the period in which agriculture and industry in this coun
try were rlosest to an equitable basis of exchange. 

This 5-year period was not Utopia~ so far as agriculture 
was concerned. There was not even then, probably, an 
absolutely equitable basis of exchange between agriculture 
and industry. But there was an approximation of that. 
Both agriculture and industry were doing fairly well. If 
that basis of exchange had continued through the two 
decades since, probably we would not have made the mil
lionaires with which this country was cursed in the post-war 
period. Neither, in my judgment, would we now have had 
the 14,000,000 unemployed, who seriously threaten the con
tinued life of this Nation of ours. 

As I have said, this pre-war parity of purchasing power 
should not be regarded as Utopia. But we do regard it, we 
of the Farm Belt and the farm groups, simply as the best 
level of purchasing pawer, the best balance between the 
major producing groups, that has thus far been attained in 
our industry. 

Now let us see what has happened since that time. The 
B.A.E. started by compiling and analyzing the average 
prices farmers received for the various farm products dur
ing that pre-war period, 1909 to 1914. They combined all 
these unit prices into one figure and gave that an index 
value of 100. They figured out in the same way the prices 
the farmer paid during the same period for the things he 
had to buy and gave that also an index value of 100. His 
sales index was 100; his buying index was 100. This was 
taken as parity, trading products on a basis of dollar for 
dollar. 

That is the pre-war parity which this bill proposes to 
attempt to restore-gradually, but with as much speed as 
possible-through giving to the Secretary of Agriculture 
very broad powers to attempt voluntary control of produc
tion, what amounts to an attempted guaranty of cost of 
production to agriculture, and sufficient control of market
ing and distribution to give security of life and property 
to farmers as well as to the other groups that comprise the 
national family. 

I might say in passing that in my judgment tl~~re will 
have to be monetary reform before this can be accomplished 
and the parity attained. But this blll d.oes go a step in the 
right direction. We are not, however, discussing the mone
tary problem today; we are discussing the farm problem 
and this bill, which attempts to deal directly with the pro
duction and marketing angles of that farm problem. It 
may not be out of place for me to add that in my judg
ment we are going to have to come to the stabilized or 
compensated dollar, as some prefer to call it; in other words, 
a dollar of constant purchasing power with respect to all 
commodities. 

I stated a few minutes ago that the farm price indices 
taken as a base by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
gave farm selling prices an index value of 100, farm buying 
prices an index value of 100. Agriculture and industry are 
presented in this picture of 1909 to 1914 as trading on a 
basis of $1 for $1. But that is not the picture today. 

The March report, shown in a monthly pamphlet known 
as the "Agricultural Situation', shows that the farmer's 
buying index is 104, or 4 percent higher than in the pre-war 
period. On the other hand, the March report shows that 
the farmer's selling index was 49, or 51 percent lower than 
in the pre-war period. In other words, the farmer's unit 
selling price was 51 cents on the dollar, as compared to the 
pre-war period. His buying price was 104 cents on the 
dollar, compared to the same pre-war period. Divide 104 
into 49, and we get forty-seven one-hundredths, which rep
resents the farmer's purcha8ing power today. Stating it 
another way, instead of exchanging farm products for in
dustrial products on the basis of a dollar for a dollar, the 
farmer is exchanging on the basis of paying out $1.04 in 
exchange for 49 cents. 

Mr. President, that is the farm problem, exchanging on 
the basis of paying $1.04 for 49 cents. Is it any wonder that 
agriculture is bankrupt? Is it any wonder that industry, 
whose best customer is agriculture, is practically bankrupt 
also? Is it any wonder that labor, which is the best market 
for farm products, but whose job depends upon markets for 
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both farm and industrial products, is unemployed to the 
amount of 14 million? 

We have defined the just laws of economics. This bill 
attempts to restore at least a measure of justice. 

Mr. President, I have not presented the entire picture, by 
a good deal. Other groups of our people, especially in the 
ranks· of labor, can show deplorable conditions, decreased 
buying power, lowered standards of living, complete de
moralization, desperation, and despair. 

To give a more complete picture, I am compelled to give 
some more figures, showing that this defiance of the just 
economic law has been going on for years. 

Agriculture did not just go broke when the market crash 
came in 1929. Agriculture had been going behind at an 
average of 15 percent a year for nearly a decade, and this 
fact was a basic cause of the collapse of industry and 
finance, the threatened collapse of our entire system of gov
ernment, and the threatened collapse of our entire social 
structure. 

The farm depression has lasted for at least 12 years. Dur
ing several of these years it has been acute. All the time 
the condition has been chronic. The cumulative effect of 
those years of exchanging products every year at a loss has 
been to destroy. the farmer's purchasing power. When it 
finally disappeared, the wheels of industry stopped, business 
was paralyzed, credit evaporated, and the army of unem
ployed grew to 14 millions of men and women. I am giving 
these facts and figures because they give the background 
and form the basis for the farm bill now under consideration. 

A few minutes ago I stated that agriculture has been going 
through this depression for more than 12 years. In 1920, 
the last year in which agriculture was on a comparatively 
even basis with industry-the first post-war inflation was 
then at its height-in 1920, on a wildly infiated post-war 
basis, farm products that had brought 100 cents were selling 
for 205 cents. The things the farmer had to buy, however, 
were costing him 206 cents where they cost him 100 cents 
in 1909-14. That is, his purchasing power for 1920 was only 
99 percent of pre-war. But at that he was on a compara
tively even basis with industry, according to the records. 

In 1921 the farmer's selling price had dropped to 116 cents 
per unit, compared to 100 cents pre-war, compared to 206 
cents in 1920. At the same time his buying price per unit 
came down only to 156 cents. Dividing 116 by 156, you have 
seventy-five one-hundredths, which means that the farmer's 
purchasing power was reduced to 75 percent. He lost 25 
percent on the exchange of his year's labor and investment 
for the things he had to buy. 

This has been referred to by many as the farmer's " 75-
cent dollar." The term is not exactly accurate, but it does 
give a true picture of the situation. 

Now let us call the roll of the succeeding years, not giving 
the details of each calculation but merely the results. 

In 1922 the purchasing pvwer of farm products was 81 
cents on the dollar, compared to pre-war. 

In 1923 farm purchasing power was 88 cents. 
In 1924 farm purchasing power was 87 cents. 
In 1925 farm purchasing power was 92 cents; the per

centage against the farmer was only 8 percent, the best he 
had during all that period. 

In 1926 farm purchasing power dropped back to 87 cents. 
In 1927 it was 85 cents. 
In 1928 it was 90. 
In 1929 it was 89. 
In 1930 it was 80. 
In 1931 it dropped to 63. 
Today, as I stated before, it is 47. 
Mr. President, those are just figures, but they tell a piti

ful, a tragic story. It is a story like that which has pre
ceded the downfall of every civilization, practically, that 
the world has known; the story of organized industry and 
finance crushing agriculture and thereby committing sui
cide. The lesson of history, as I see it, is that unless we 
can restore the balance between agriculture and industry, 
and make finance the servant instead of the master of agri
culture and industry, this civilization of ours will follow 

the path of previous civilizations. There are signs of it to
day all over the world. It is not necessary for me to point 
them out. 

Mr. President, I must place in the record a brief sketch 
of what these figures mean. 

For 10 years the farmer did business at an annual loss of 
15 percent. It may be said that is impossible, but I say it 
is true. How did the farmer do this impossible feat of doing 
business for 10 years at an average annual loss of 15 per
cent? He did it by borrowing, by mortgaging hiS farm, 
mortgaging his home, mortgaging his cattle, mortgaging his 
farm machinery, mortgaging his work stock, finally, in the 
last few years, too frequently by mortgaging his growing 
crops. 

There is the pitiful story of American agriculture. There, 
unless we do something to correct the situation, is the tragic 
story of a chapter in the decline and fall of the United States 
of America. And the fall of the United States of America 
very likely would be accompanied, perhaps followed, per
haps even preceded, by the collapse of the white man's 
civilization. These are not idle words, Mr. President. I fear 
they are words that are only too true. 

Mr. President, these are the facts, this is the situation, 
which justified President Roosevelt in asking the Congress 
to enact this kind of legislation, giving unheard-of powers to 
the Secretary of Agriculture to accomplish the purposes set 
forth in the declaration of policy in the pending bill. 

These are the facts and this is the situation which justify 
me in voting for the pending measure, supporting it, and 
urging the Senate and the country to support it and to co
operate with the administration in carrying it out. It is a 
drastic piece of legislation, it is a desperate remedy; but we 
face a critical situation, brought about largely by a lack of 
balance between agriculture and industry, plus a defective 
monetary system and false conceptions of merchandising 
and finance. 

What I mean by that last statement, Mr. President, is 
simply this: We have developed our distribution system on 
the theory that merchandising consists in the sale of prod
ucts. Merchandising is not a sale: it is an exchange. The 
picture of our foreign trade is bringing that lesson home to 
us. It is equally true of our domestic tr ade. Agriculture 
and industry exchange their products; they must be ex
changed on a comparatively even basis if either agriculture 
or industry, if both agriculture and industry are to survive. 

The function of finance is to facilitate the exchange of the 
products of agriculture and industry, and the services of 
those engaged in them, which is labor. Money should be 
regarded as a medium of exchange and a measure of value. 
Our financial institutions should serve industry and agricul
ture and labor and be paid a fair return for doing so. But 
it is an unhealthy situation where finance is engaged in 
exploiting agriculture and labor and industry. But that 
phase of the subject is not a part of this farm bill. 

Now, in conclusion, I just want to say that I am support
ing this measure for the reasons given. If it is wisely and 
honestly administered, this emergency legislation can be of 
great service to agriculture and to the country. I am willing 
to take the chance that it will be wisely and honestly ad
ministered. I cannot assume otherwise. Certainly I can
not refuse to support the measure; I cannot sit by and do 
nothing, in the face of this serious situation. 

I have just stated that I cannot do otherwise than assume 
that the act will be wisely and honestly administered. As 
a matter of fact, I feel very positive on this point. I know 
Henry A. Wallace, the Secretary of Agriculture. I have 
known him for years; knew his father before him, and his 
grandfather. The Wallace family is a good American 
family. Henry Wallace has the right ideals. He under
stands agriculture thoroughly, and is what one might term 
a real agricultural economist. In the years that I have 
watched his work I have come to have a great appreciation 
of his ability, his honesty, his clear thinking along economic 
lines, and his patriotic conception of his duty to agriculture 
and to the country. I cannot conceive a man better fitted 
by inheritan~. by aptitude, by training, by study, by ability, 
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by experience, and by ideals to carry out the provisions of 
this measure than Secretary Wallace. That is another rea
son why I am not hesik.ting to intrust this grant of broad 
powers to the executive department. 

It is my hope that the bill will be passed and become 
law at the earliest possible dr.te. Time is the essence of this 
legislation as an emergency measure. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD, following these remarks, an article by Dr. 
George J. Pierce, botanist and plant physiologist, which 
appeared some time ago in the Scientific Monthly and which 
I believe contains some fundamental truths in regard to the 
relationship of agriculture to the rest of society. I send the 
article to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. POPE in the chair). Is 
there objection? 

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

By Dr. George J. Pierce 
As we pass 1n this western world from the pioneer stages, in 

which the white man has successfully displaced in the struggle for 
existence the former occupants of the territory which he has 
invaded, we approach the conditions preva111ng in the older 
countries of our world. In the oldest countries, in the crowded 
conditions of Asia, in the less old and less crowded conditions in 
Europe, we see what is before us unless man learns to effect a 
new balance in the civilization Which he is making. In the 
civilizations of which o.urs today is the modern replica, essentially 
the same balance has always prevailed.. Honors, rewards, and 
power have been given always to the nonproducer, first to the 
man of might, the militarist, later and to.day to the man of means, 
the plutocrat. We have always attempted to do what is contrary 
to nature. We light the dark homs, we build against gravity; 
man, a land animal. travels upon and in the sea; and now he 
attempts to traverse the air. He scorns time and distance as 
facts, and reduces them to their lowest terms. He ignores his 
absolute dependence upon food and drink, and crowds together 
so that neither he nor his neighbor.s can grnw or capture food. 
By the bounty of nature he survives-destroying the producers of 
food. He fells the forest for fuel, housing, furniture; he converts 
the grazing spaces to golf courses or other less amusing uses; he 
makes the land so valuable that it cannot be planted to food 
crops; he goes where rain is scanty, and he makes the soil naked 
so that it washes away. He demands food and drink and, with 
niggardly hand and unthinking mind, plans what he is pleased 
to call "farm relief." So far as I can see, the world will never 
be safe, for democracy or anything else, until man recognizes his 
absolute dependence, not upon raw materials, mineral resour~s. 
coal, oil, or other sources of usable energy, but upon the two 
things which he cannot make, and one of which it would seem 
that he never ca.n make in sufficient amount to satisfy even his 
minimum requirements. The clothes moth makes its own water 
by its own physiological processes; but who would pattern after 
the clothes moth even if he could? But no animal makes its own 
food. In this land of White collars we reward those who can buy 
them. We do nothing for the men who grow the linen, the cot
ton, and the starch to make them serviceable and, according to 
our esthetic standards, fitting. We compensate, more or less un
certainly, the man who grows luxuries on land for which he paid 
$1,000 an acre. We force the wheat farmer to produce bread at 
such a price that he must grow it so far from the market that his 
own wage, being what is left after paying for !reight, handling, 
storage, and the percentages of every handler between himself 
and the consumer, is so small that a grain broker would consider 
it negligible. Our food must be grown on the cheapest land if we 
are to buy it in sutlicient quantities. The cheapest land is that 
most remote and hence lea.st desired for other uses. This fact 
entails the long and costly haul to market, the repeated handlings 
by man or machinery, the risks and rents in transit and storage. 
The milling would cost roughly the same anywhere and at any time. 
The agricultural problem-and this is the crux of the problem of 
the struggle for existence-is due to our having emphasized and 
rewarded everything but the essentials of our existence. 

In this funny. world of ours, in this amusing country of ours, 
we have long discussed the device of tariffs. We have invented 
octroi, customs dues, and fi.nally duties for the protection of 
infant industries. We have succeeded so remarkably that Fords 
and safety razors are !n the hands of almost all of us. But break
fast should follow the use of the razor, and lunch and dinner 
must be supplied to the driver of the Ford. Bread, meat, and 
milk are furnished in return for wages, the very lowest. This bas 
always been the case; but it is necessarily so only because of our 
misconceived civilization, a civilization the honors and rewards of 
which are given to the least necessary parts, a broadening civiliza
tion the pyramid of which we have built upside down. The reason 
for the turning of youth from the farm to the town is the miser
able, the delayed, the uncertain pay for producing what we can
not get along without. And if, in the struggle for existence the 
farmers fail, our civilization will have destroyed itself. We g~ant, 
1n debate, that agriculture is the foundation of prosperity, and 
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even of existence; but we do nothing to preserve it; we do every
thing we can to undermine it. We charge our colleges of agri
culture with failure to produce farmers. Have our medical schools 
failed to produce physicians and surgeons, our law schools failed 
to produce attorneys? We reward their products with the pay 
they require. OUr theological schocls have failed. Why? For the 
same reason that our colleges of agriculture have failed, namely, 
that the compensation for training and knowledge in these two 
fields is so inadequate. We still see some young men of brains 
and character, as well as devotion, entering upon the ministry to 
souls; and perhaps some young men of brains and character and 
devotion entering, with inherited capital, upon the ministry to 
stomachs. But without capital how can one start to produce 
wheat or corn or meat? If the capital be only the land, and the 
young man be unwilling to use wife and children as laborers, how 
far can he go? He must buy seed, implements, and transport for 
his harvest, and his pay is what? 

I see no immediate prospect of our civilization remaking itself. 
On the contrary, until civilization is forced by hunger, in the 
struggle for existence, to insure its food supply, the care of indi
vidual and public health, the protection of property, and even the 
aspirations to a higher life, will simply intensify the struggle for 
existence. We must readjust our rewards; we must compensate 
the producers of necessities at least as richly as we reward equal 
ability in other lines. 

But to do this implies a social revolution 1n comparison with 
which those of the recent and more remote pasts are trifling; in 
which human nature, always controlled more by sentiment than 
by reason, will have to overcome the habits of centuries; in which 
wars, epidemics, famines will have their terrible parts; and before 
man achieves it or understands it will have taken enormous toll 
in human life. For until we have secured our food supply we 
shall continue to be in jeopardy. 

On the Mojave Desert is a settlement of 600 souls watered by a 
slender pipe line miles long, supplemented by wells which fm
nish water so alkaline that it can be used only for washing, and 
which gives the skin a curious sliminess. All the food of the 
community comes over a single-track railroad 30 miles long. The 
community can make no water, grow and capture no food on the 
desert. Nor would the community be better ofI if it consisted of 
1 person instead of 600, including women and children, for the 
Mojave will not feed even a " desert rat." New York City has 
enough milk for a day and a half, other food for 3 days. Other 
communities are no better ofI, and if we all became farmers 
when our supplies fail it would do no good, for it takes time for 
food to be produced. Food is seasonal; it must be grown in 
summer an~ stored against the winter, spring, and summer, till 
the succeedmg harvest refills the granaries, or it must be cap
tured. Races dependent upon the chase, whether upon land or 
sea, are limited in numbers and live scattered over extended areas. 
But civilized man lives no less uncertainly, though less obviously 
in jeopardy, till war or pestilence or calamitous weather reveals 
his weakness. Perhaps you imagine I am indulging in diluted 
allusions to the doctrine of Malthus. Not so. What I have in 
mind goes much farther than Malthus; is truly wild if you will. 
While I believe what I think Malthus said about the relation of 
su~sistence and population, I am saying that to insure any popu
lat10n beyond the spa:i:sest and most active in the chase there 
must be due reward for the production of subsistence. The 
hunger of others Will not cause you and me or anyone else to 
take the bread from the mouths of our wives and children or to 
rob them of their seed corn for the next year's harvest. We saw 
this very recently in Russia. The farmer will continue to support 
the town only if he is paid for it, not if he is forced to the wall 
in the struggle for existence. His work, the most necessary and 
hence the most important, deserves no less reward than that of 
others. If he had learned the arts of combination, we should 
know ourselves to be at his mercy. He seems to be at our mercy 
for we force him to sell and to undersell his neighbor. Th~ 
result is the diminishing farm population. If this goes too far, we 
shall all be hungry. 

But if, instead of basing our civllization on an insecure food 
supply and pleasing ourselves with luxuries, we insure the pro
duction of food by proper compensation for the producer, we can 
be sure of the future. Then man, who has overcome the insuffi
cient buoyancy of the air, the insufficient aeration of the sea and 
the limitations of time and space, may look forward to a truly 
glorious development as the safest as well as the highest land 
animal. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. I 
have been away from the Chamber for some minutes. We 
are considering part 2 of the bill, are we not? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes, Mr. President. Will 
the Senator from Louisiana withhold his amendment until 
certain perfecting amendments shall have been considered? 

Mr. LONG. Very well. 
Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, it was the intention of the 

committee to go right on through with the mortgage provi
sions of the bill; but on account of the necessary absence of 
the Senator from New York, I ask unanimous consent, as we 
have finished title I, parts 1 and 2, so far as committee 
amendments are concerned, that we now take up title I, 
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part 1, for such amendments as may be offered from the determine the amount of tax imposed or refunds to be made with 
floor respect thereto." 

· . On page 14, line 14, after the word "title", strike out the 
Mr. LONG. Did I understand the Senator to say part 1? remainder of the line and down through line 19. 
Mr. SMITH. I suggest that we start now with part l, 1 M M NARY J t t Mr Pr ·d t Th 

1 
k 

title I r. c . us a momen , . esi en . · e c er 
Mr . LONG I can off er my amendment to either one of reads so rapidly that it is difficult to keep up with him. On 

the s~ctions. I would just as soon offer it to one as the what page does the amendment come? 
other · Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. On page 14. I can make Mr: ROBINSON of Arkansas. May I suggest to the Sena- a brief explanation of it, which, I think, will satisfy the 
tor that he have his amendment printed and let the so-called se;:,to~ NARY V ll 
"perfecting amendments" be disposed of before ta~ng up Mr. R~BINSON e?Awke · M Pr 'd t d th 
his amendment? . . . . o r ansas. r. esi en , un er e 

Mr. LONG. I suppose the ~rfecting amendments will be ~Ill as It IS drafted_ the Secretary of th~ Treasury has author-
very brief, will they not? ity to make what is called the conversion factor~. The Sec-

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes. retary of the Trea~~r! has asked th~t he be relieved of that 
Mr. LONG. My amendment has already been printed. I duty and respo~ibillty and that it be conferred_ on the 

do not mean today, but at another session, and the Member- Secretary 0~ Agriculture, w~o has to perform practi~ally all 
shi of the Senate are pretty familiar with it. It is in the ?the: ~unctions unde~ the bill. The Secre~ary of Agriculture 
R P is w1llmg to have this change made. It is the only change 

ECORD. th 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Very well. · e amendment makes. . . 
M LONG H w ver I will wait until the Senator has Mr. McNARY. That is at the suggestion of the Secretary 

r · · 0 e ' of the Treasury? 
finished with the perfecting amendments, and then 1 will Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes; and of the Secretary 
off er my amendment. of Agriculture both 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I have some amendments Mr. McNARY. It. is agreed to by the Secretary of Agri-
of the character referred to. culture? 

Mr: McNARY. Mr. President, I b~g to suggest that Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes; that is correct. 
unarumous conse~t has not yet been given to the Senator The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
from South Carolina and I 'Yant to be heard on the request. to the amendment offered by the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. SMITH. I ask unammous consent that we take up The amendment was agreed to 
~itle I of the bi~l and start 'Yith part 1 in order to perfect Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. ·Mr. President, 1 offer an-
1t, s? that we will have nothing left then but the mortgage other amendment which I send to the desk. 
section. . . . The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I wish to cooperate with stated 
the able chairman of the committee, as he knows. Theim- · 
pression was given out, and properly so, that we would go The CHIEF CLERK. On page l3, at the end of line 21, 
through the bill in the logical order in which it is presented. insert the following: 
A great many Senators, some of whom are absent, relied Title n of the act entitled "An act to maintain the credit of 

the United States Government", approved March 20, 1933, to 
upon that understanding. I do not want to go back and the extent that it provides for the impoundment of appropria-
take up title I, embodying, as it does, the cotton provision tions on account of reductions in compensation, shall not operate 
as well as the allotment plan for the consideration of indi- to require such impoundment under appropriations contained in 
victual amendments, and foreclose Senators who are now this act. 
absent proposing amendments, when they have relied upon Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, this amend
a continuation of the original program of going through ment is requested by the Secretary of Agriculture. Unless 
the bill. the amendment be ad.opted, reductions in compensation un-

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I do not understand der the bill would be impounded and would not be available 
that it is the purpose to foreclose anybody at all. It seems for the administration of the act despite the fact that the 
to me that we might go on with these amendments so far revenues are to be raised by processing taxes. I think there 
as we can, and other Senators will have the right to offer can be no objection to the amendment. 
amendments. I am sure the chairman of the committee The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
will permit that to be done. to the amendment offered by the Senator from Arkansas. 

l\fr. McNARY. I am on the floor to have an understand- Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I do not believe this was 
ing about that, and I should like to have the chairman of called to the attention of the committee, was it? 
the committee make it clear. There are some Members of Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. No, it was not. The 
the Senate who are necessarily absent who, I understand, amendment was suggested by the Secretary of Agriculture 
have individual amendments to title I. I am willing to go only a day or two ago when I presented it here. I sub
back and take up title I, but I do not want to conclude it mitted it to the Senator in charge of the bill and under
today so that on another day, if we shall spend another day stood him to approve it. 
on this bill-and undoubtedly we will-they will be pre- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the 
vented from offering their amendments by reason of their amendment of the Senator from Arkansas. 
absence today. The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMITH. 0 Mr. President, I must say to my colleague Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I now propose an amend-
on the committee that we will not close up title I today, but ment to which I ask the especial attention of the Senator 
will agree to such amendments as we can. from Oregon [Mr. McNARY] and other Senators. 

Mr. McNARY. Very well. I assumed that was the pro- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
gram, but I wanted a clear understanding about it. stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the The CmEF CLERK. On page 7, line 8, after the word 
request of the Senator from South Carolina? The Chair "parties" and the period, insert the following: 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I desire to propose some 
amendments which I think will not be objected to. I offer 
the fallowing amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
On page 14, line 9, after the word "title", Insert a comma and 

the following: " including regulations establishing conversion 
factors for any commodity and article processed therefrom to 

Such agreements and any act or acts done In pursuance thereof 
shall be presumed to be legal ln any public or private proceeding. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The bill authorizes the 
execution of processing agreements. Some who are expected 
to enter into those agreements have eXJ;ilressed the fear that 
if they should enter into agreements of the character in 
mind they might be held liable for prosecution under the 
antitrust law. The amendment is intended to make clear 
that if the Secretary of Agriculture and the processors do 
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enter into agreements, the agreements shall be presumed to 
be legal. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I believe the proposal is to 
insert following the word " parties " on page 7, line 8? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That is the way I have it. 
Mr. McNARY. The proposal was submitted to the Com

mittee on Agriculture and Forestry and failed of adoption. 
Several members of the committee took the view that if that 
language were in the bill it would be calculated to satisfy 
the packers with respect to the consent decree which had 
been a question of much agitation, dispute, and litigation for 
a number of years. It is an unusual provision. I do not be
lieve the processors need any comfort from the packers 
along that line. The Senator from Montana EMr. WHEELER] 
opposed it bitterly and successfully in the committee. The 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CAPPER], who was interested in 
the Stockyards and Packers' Act and Grain Trading Act, 
also opposed it. In their absence I hope the Senator will not 
press the amendment. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Very well; I will withdraw 
the amendment for the present. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I had intended to offer an 
amendment, but in view of the fact that certain Senators 
interested in it are absent I shall withhold it. If other 
Senators have amendments to offer they may do so now. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, on page 12, line 23, after 
the word " drying ", and within the parentheses, I move 
to insert the words "or converting into insecticides and 
fertilizers." 

The purpose of the amendment is this: The leavings or 
refuse of tobacco, that are of no value to anyone and that 
cannot be used for smoking or any other purpose for which 
tobacco is used, are used to make nicotine for the purpose 
of use as an insecticide. It is in general use in that form 
in California, Georgia, Virginia, and other States, and is a 
very valuable insecticide. The refuse is used as a fertilizer. 
That is a processing which I think ought to be added, and I 
hope the Senator ip charge of the bill will accept the amend
ment and that the Senate will agree to it. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I really believe this is a 
valuable amendment, for the reason that the character of 
tobacco that is used in producing this mixture is the sweep
ings of the floors and tobacco remnants that have been 
more or less damaged by rot and moisture. The nicotine 
that is extracted and now used in the form of insecticide is 
of more value to the farmers throughout the country in 
preserving certain forms of their growing crops than any 
loss that could be sustained by the Government because of 
it being incorporated in the bill. I think the amendment 
ought to be agreed to. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

Tennessee yield to the Senator from Oregon? 
Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
Mr. McNARY. The language proposed by the Senator 

from Tennessee would except from the operation of the bill 
tobacco and nicotine products of tobacco which ar-e used 
for spraying throughout the horticultural districts of the 
country? 

Mr. MCKELLAR. Yes. 
Mr. McNARY. The product is widely used on the Pacific 

coast, in the South, and in the East, wherever fruit is 
grown, of course. It is used on some vegetables. It is used 
in the hop culture. I am very familiar with it, having used 
it. But here is the proposition as I view it. Does it not 
off er an escape for a very large lot of tobacco and relieve it 
from the operations of the bill and hence from the payment 
of the tax? 

Mr. McKELLAR. · I am informed that it does not. I am 
informed that the nicotine is obtained from refuse tobacco 
that could not be used for any other purpose in the world. 
It would cut down the amount of taxes collectible if this tax 
were placed upon it and would deprive the fruit growers of 
the country of a very valuable insecticide. 

Mr. McNARY. No; it will not do that. They will buy it 
anyway. It is just a question of furnishing these people 

this product and taking it out from the tax. I think it very 
unfair to put a product in the bill and then by exception 
take out a large portion of it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is a very insignificant part of it. 
Mr. McNARY. It is purely a question of processing. 

That is indisputable. Large quantities of it are used in 
processing for this purpose. Is it fair to place tobacco in 
the bill and then take certain by-products of tobacco and 
free them from the operation of the bill? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; I think it would be entirely fair 
in this case, if the Senator desires my opinion, because the 
product of nicotine, or insecticide, is made out of refuse 
that cannot be used in the ordinary processing in the 
strictest term of tobacco uses. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ten

nessee yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 
Mr. McKELLAR. I am glad to yield to the Senator, who 

comes from a great tobacco-growing State. 
Mr. BARKLEY. The nicotine, which is a by-product of 

tobacco, is used in the making of certain insecticides neces
sary to kill certain insects that cannot be reached by the 
ordinary insecticides. Out of a ton of tobacco we get about 
50 pounds of such nicotine. It is not made out of salable 
tobacco. It is extracted out of what is called trash, leavings, 
cullings, stems, swept up off the floor. In many cases the 
processing tax will already have been paid on it in the ordi
nary process of manufacture, so that if this tax be paid 
again on this particular type of refuse, which is really what 
it is, it might result in the payment twice of the processing 
tax on the same tobacco. 

Mr. SMITH. I would like to say, if the Senator from Ten
nessee will allow me--

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly. 
Mr. SMITH. Most of this nicotine is made from the large 

stems through the middle of the leaf and the branch stems 
which are taken out before the tobacco is processed for 
ordinary manufacturing purposes. As intimated, the tax 
will have been paid on it. The nicotine is extracted from 
that kind of tobacco, and the cheaper the nicotine the more 
generally will it be used, and the less will be the tax on 
agriculture and horticulture, the very ones that use it. I 
think that by eliminating it we get the tax on all that really 
ought to bear it and relieve the farmers from paying an 
extra tax for the insecticides. 

Mr. BARKLEY. This particular conglomeration of unus
able and unsalable tobacco is made up of leaves and stems 
and trash that is gathered up, that is hardly usable for any 
other purpose. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is sometimes called "tobacco dust." 
Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. If the Senator had ever worked 

around a tobacco factory, he would understand that in the 
process of making cigars or cigarettes or any form of chew
ing tobacco there are always certain parts of the leaves and 
stems and remnants that are put in a pile and swept off into 
the corner and finally gathered up, and the nicotine is ex
tracted. I do not think there would be any loss in taxes, but 
there might be a double taxation on the same product. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ten
nessee yield to enable me to have a correction of a typo
graphical error in the bill? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield for that purpose. 
Mr. NORRIS. On page 25 of the bill, in the amendment 

which was adopted yesterday, it reads as follows: 
. The Secretary of Agriculture, in addition to the powers granted 

by parts 2 and 3 of this title-

That occurs in part 3. It ought to read 'parts 1 and 2." 
I ask unanimous consent that the correction may be made. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I think the 
correction suggested by the Senator from Nebraska is neces
sary. It is evidently a typographical error. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to making 
the correction? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President--
Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from Oregon. 
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Mr. McNARY. It is quite obvious that I am not con

versant with the tobacco industry, but the bill has come to 
us from the Department of Agriculture, having the sanction 
of ·the farm leaders, our great major farm organizations. 
It passed the House and was reported to the Senate. I 
think we ought to be very careful about increasing the 
exceptions contained in the bill. 

The Secretary of Agriculture was before us. There is 
nothing from him here saying that he wants these excep
tions made larger for tobacco. We have now an exception 
for drying. We have added, or will add, fertilizers and 
insecticides. 
· Mr. McKELLAR. I doubt if anyone, unless he was very, 
very particularly conversant with the tobacco business, 
would have even known that this insecticide is made out of 
this refuse tobacco lying around the warehouse. It is really 
a tobacco dust to a very large extent; and, as has been 
stated here, the tax will have been paid already on the real 
part of the tobacco. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, let me ask the able Senator 
from Tennessee a question. He has been speaking of waste 
all the while. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 
Mr. McNARY. Do all the nicotine and fertilizer ingre

dients come from waste tobacco, useless tobacco? 
Mr. McKELLAR. No; but this is the only kind that is 

taken into consideration here. It is the waste. 
Mr. McNARY. Where is the language to be found? 
Mr. McKELLAR. The language is: 

or converting into insecticides and fertilizers. 

Good tobacco could not possibly be used for the purpose 
of fertilizers, and it could not be used for the purpose of 
obtaining nicotine for insecticides. · 

Mr. McNARY. Is the Senator familiar with the tobacco 
industry? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am. 
Mr. McNARY. With all the processes of conversion? 
Mr. McKELLAR. Not with all the processes of conver-

sion, perhaps. I think that would require a very great ex
pert; but I am fairly familiar with tobacco. 

Mr. McNARY. I asked the able Senator if all the tobacco 
used in fertilizer, and in insecticides such as the one that 
was mentioned a moment ago-nicotine-is taken from 
waste tobacco; or is not some of it taken from commercial 
tobacco? 

Mr. McKELLAR. None of it is taken from commercial 
tobacco. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
there? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Tobacco is not raised for the purpose of 

producing fertilizer. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Or for the purpose of producing nico

tine. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Or for the purpose of producing nicotine. 
If the Senator will permit me just a moment. Take a to

bacco stalk. It is cut and cured in a barn. It is taken out 
afterward and stripped. All the leaves are broken off. That 
still leaves the stalk, which is a useless thing unless it can 
be converted into fertilizer; and it makes a very fine fer
tilizer. You can take a bundle of stalks and throw them 
on a field and let them lie over the winter, and the grass 
that will grow there in the spring will be infinitely greener 
and larger and more healthy than the grass all around the 
place. These stalks are not salable for any purpose at all 
They are thrown out in a pile, and sometimes are used for 
fertilizer. 

Then the rib that runs down the middle is taken out, 
leaving the fiber for use either in cigars, cigarettes, or 
smoking tobacco. That rib or stem is not salable for any 
purpose. It is simply thrown in a pile of waste; but there 
is a certain liquid in it, a juice that can be extracted, that 
goes into nicotine. That is what is used in the manufac
ture of this insecticide. There is no other disposition that 
can be made of that waste, except for that purpose. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I have no very great in~ 
terest in the matter; but I do not want to see this bill so 
framed and fashioned as to favor any one product men
tione.d in it upon which a sales tax is to be paid, or a proc
essor's tax. 

It seems to me, from the very statement made by the 
Senator, that this is a product either of value or of no value. 
If it is waste, then it has not any commercial value. Then 
any use made of it certainly would not come within the 
provisions of the bill. If it is made out of a commercial 
tobacco, then this would be a processing. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It is not made out of commercial to
bacco, I will say to the Senator. There is nobody in any 
State of the Union that I know of who raises tobacco purely 
for the purpose of making fertilizer or insecticide. It is a 
byproduct that was discovered in the process of manufac
turing tobacco into a usable commodity. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The same thing is applicable to the 
corn stalks raised in the Senator's State, or wheat stalks, 
or wheat chaff. 

Mr. BARKLEY. There is a certain portion of every leaf 
of tobacco that is wholly unusable either for chewing, smok
ing, or any other ordinary purpose for which tobacco is 
used. 

Mr. McNARY. Has the Senator any figures to show what 
the aggregate sum of money is that would escape the proc
essor's tax by reason of this exemption? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not know that any of it would es
cape, because, as a matter of fact, in the ordinary factory 
where raw tobacco is used in making smoking tobacco, or 
plug chewing tobacco, or cigars, or cigarettes, as I under
stand, the tax will be paid on the entire product that is to 
be processed. In the processing there is a certain amount 
of waste that goes out to one side, upon which there has 
been already a tax paid. Out of that waste this other by
product is made. I have not looked into the figures; but, 
even if any of it should escape the tax, it would be an 
i11finitestimal amount. 

Mr. McNARY. I assume from the statement of the very 
able Senator from Tennessee that this is pure waste; stalks 
and leaves that are not processed at all, upon which no tax 
has been paid. It is the refuse of that which is commercial. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, every stalk from which 10 
leaves of tobacco have been stripped-that is what we call 
it, stripping tobacco-is useless as a commercial product. 
There are certain great factories that are known as "stem
meries ", where the process of taking the stem out of the 
tobacco, as I said a while ago, is carried on. The mid rib-
I suppose it might be called-running down the leaf is taken 
out so as to leave the pure fiber; and sometimes even the 
lateral stems are likewise removed. That stem has no sal
able value for any purpose. It cannot be used for anything 
unless what is in it in the way of liquid is extracted for 
whatever use it may be put to. 

I am under the impression that this tobacco will already 
have paid the processing tax before the stem is separated or 
before the broken or torn parts of the leaf have been thrown 
aside as unusable in the manufacture of cigars or ciga
rettes. I doubt very seriously whether there really will be 
any escape of the processor's tax. 

Mr. McNARY. Let me ask the Senator from Tennessee 
whether this amendment has been submitted to the Secre
tary of Agriculture or some of his advisers. 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; it has not. 
Mr. McNARY. What prompted the Senator to offer it 

on the floor? 
Mr. McKELLAR. Some of those interested in tobacco in 

my State both wrote me and came to see me about it. They 
regarded this as simply a refuse that a tax of this kind, or 
of any kind, would prevent being used at all, while at pres
ent they are able to make a reasonably good article out of it. 

Mr. McNARY. If we enter upon the adoption of a very 
large number of exceptions, we are going to ruin the pur
pose and plan of the bill. 
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Let me suggest to the Senator that he submit this amend-1 The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered 

ment to the Secretary and get his reaction. I shall be very by th~ Senator from Arkansas to the amendment of the 
glad to know what he thinks about it. comnnttee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall be very glad to do that. The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, 1 desire to The amendment, as amended, was agre~d to. 

offer another amendment. This is an amendment that has Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I desire to offer an 
relation to the time of the commencement of the proc~ssing amendment in line 11, page 6: After the word "procure~", 
tax. under the language of the bill, on page 10- strike out the period and insert a colon and the followmg 

The processing tax with respect to any basic agricultural com
modity shall commence on the date of proclamation by the Sec
retary of Agriculture that rental or benefit payments are to be 
made with respect to such co_mmodity. 

The amendment that is proposed contemplates that the 
processing tax shall take effect commencing with the next 
marketing year, rather than immediately on the determina
tion that rental or benefit payments are to be made. This 
will permit the reduction program to have effect, and the 
farmer to receive the payments and to purchase industrial 
commodities before the processing tax is reflected in the 
price to the consumer. 

The amendment is suggested by the Secretary of Agri
culture. I ask for its adoption. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ten
nessee state what disposition is made of the amendment 
offered by him? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall have to withdraw the amend
ment that I offered, so that the Senator from Arkansas can 
introduce his; and that I do for the present. 

Mr. McNARY. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. It will be necessary to have 

unanimous consent to present this amendment, or to re
consider the vote by which the committee amendment on 
page 10 was agreed to; so I am just asking unanimous con
sent to present it to the committee amendment. 

Mr. McNARY. The Senator is not asking that it be con
sidered at this time? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes. 
Mr. McNARY. Let us have it stated, then. I really do 

not know what it is. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. May I explain to the Sen-

ator what it is? · 
Mr. FESS. Let us have it read. 
Mr. McNARY. After the reading I shall be glad to have 

the Senator explain it. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Very well. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment offered by 

the Senator from Arkansas will be stated. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 10, line 18, it is proposed to 

strike out the word " The ", and down through line 22 of 
the amendment proposed to be inserted, and to insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

When the Secretary of Agriculture determines that rental or 
benefit payments are to be made with :i:espect to any basic agri
cultural commodity, he shall proclaim such determination, and a 
processing tax shall be in effect with respect to such commodity 
from the beginning of the marketing year therefor next following 
the date of such proclamation. 

Mr. McNARY. Now, Mr. President, I wish the Senator 
from Arkansas would make a statement regarding the 
amendment. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I have already explained 
it, but I will repeat the explanation. 

The language that is stricken out makes the processing tax 
take effect immediately upon the issuance of a proclamation 
or the granting of benefits. This amendment provides that 
the processing tax shall take effect at the beginning of the 
marketing year, so as to permit the reduction program 
to have its effect, and the farmer to receive the benefits 
before the processing tax is reflected in the price to the 
consumer. It is proposed by the Department as a perfecting 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to recon
sideration of the vote whereby the committee amendment 
on page 10 was agreed to? The Chair hears none. and the 
vote is reconsidered. 

language: 
Provided further, That the provisions of part 2 shall not apply 

to part 1. 

That amendment, if adopted, would mean that the proc
essing provisions of part 2 will not apply to cotton, but tttat 
the cotton situation will be left in exactly the same position 
as it was under the Smith bill which passed the Senate at 
the last session of Congress. 

Mr. McNARY. It does not affect the so-called "Smith 
plan" or cotton-option contract provision, does it? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; not at all. 
Mr. McNARY. Let it be stated. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment offered by 

the Senator from Tennessee will be stated. 
The GmEF CLERK. On page 6, line 11, after the word 

"procured" and before the period, it is proposed to insert 
a colon and the following: 

Provided further, That the provisions of part 2 shall not apply 
to part 1. 

Mr. McNARY. This amendment is offered to the cotton
option contract provision? 

Mr. MCKELLAR. It is. 
Mr. McNARY. And the Senator does not want the allot

ment and rental benefit provisions to apply to the Smith 
plan? 

Mr. McKELLAR . . No. The amendment is for the purpose 
of permitting the Smith plan to go into this bill just as it 
passed the Senate in the last Congress. 

Mr. McNARY. Let us see how that works. Let me see if 
I understand the Senator. 

Under the Smith plan, the Secretary of Agriculture is to 
enter into a contract with a producer--

Mr. McKELLAR. Will the Senator pardon me for just 
one moment? Instead of entering into a contract, the first 
thing that has to happen is that all the cotton now held 
by the various departments of the Government is to be 
turned over to one board. 

Mr. McNARY. Of course. 
Mr. McKELLLAR. And then that board enters into a 

contract with the producer. 
Mr. McNARY. Of course. The Senator is anticipating 

what I was going to say. I think I am familiar with the 
Smith proposal, and it applies only to Government-owned 
cotton, or that upon which the Government holds liens to 
the full amount of the present market price of cotton. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is correct. 
Mr. McNARY. Then the Secretary of Agriculture is en

titled to enter into an option contract whereby on the 
promise to decrease acreage by a cotton grower he can have 
an option to purchase a portion of the cotton now owned 
by him. Let us assume a cotton grower. The Senator 
wants to take that grower out of the allotment provision 
of the bill. 

Mr. MCKELLAR. That is true. 
Mr. McNARY. If he reduces his acreage from 30 acres 

of cotton to 20 acres, and has a contract with the Secretary 
of Agriculture, the Senator does not want the 20 acres that 
will bear cotton this year to come within the provisions of 
part 2. · 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is true. 
Mr. McNARY. Is that fair to the cotton growers of the 

country? 
Mr. McKELLAR. I think it is, because there is an en

tirely different situation in regard to cotton than in regard 
to any other product. The Government now owns a surplus 
of cotton amounting to over 3,000,000 bales. Under the 
Smith plan it was so arranged that the Government could 
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use that in the way of options to the farmer and reduce not 
only the acreage but the production of cotton, do away in 
1 year, as I believe, with the entire surplus now existing, 
and in that way greatly benefit the cotton grower. To my 
mind it is one of the most admirable plans that has ever 
been suggested for doing away with the surplus, and the 
reason why it is put in a di:ff erent category from other 
products is that it is the only product of which the Govern
ment now owns and controls a large surplus. 

Mr. McNARY. I know; but the Senator from Tennessee 
is not putting his finger upon the real point, in my opinion. 
Of course it is a fine thing and a laudable purpose for the 
Secretary of Agriculture to reduce the surplus by these 
optional contracts, but the grower who has the option and 
still is raising cotton for this year in competition with the 
growers who have no option would be exempted. by the Sen
ator from this tax, if I understand his amendment. If that 
is the purpose of the amendment, it is iniquitous and unfair 
to the cotton growers. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, if the Senator from Ten
nessee will allow me, the purporn of it is this: First, we have 
the unusual fact that 55 percent of the cotton, to state it 
conservatively, is exported. In order to raise the price of 
cotton under the allotment plan to the pre-war figure, tak
ing that as the base period, such a percentage of it is ex
ported that in order to bring the cotton up to the 12 cents 
figured out as being the basis of the purchasing power of 
cotton, under the base period, we would have to raise the 45 
percent domestically consumed to 21 cents a pound in order 
to have an average on all the crops of 12 cents a pound. 
Cotton stands in a category to itself. The major part of our 
crop is exported. 

I want to reiterate, so that the Senate will understand, 
that if we were to attempt to raise the average price of our 
cotton to where the farmer would receive an average of 12 
cents a pound, we would have to raise the domestically con
sumed to 21 cents a pound, the other being 30 cents, so that 
if we multiply the 55 percent, the number of bales exported, 
by $30 a bale, and the 45 per cent by $105 a bale, and .add 
the two together, we would get $63 a bale, or approximately 
12 cents a pound. So that it is manifestly impossible to 
raise the price of cotton to the figure of the base period, or 
even approach it, under this allotment plan; but under the 
plan I have suggested, which was adopted by the Senate 
and the House, if we take the surplus cotton now existing 
and substitute it for the production this year, which we can 
do, then we will reduce the surplus and also reduce produc
tion, and, as we have a practical monopoly of the world's 
production of cotton, we could get a better price for all the 
cotton than we could hope to get through the taxing process 
under the allotment plan. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Only as to 45 percent of it. 
Mr. SMITH. Yes; only as to 45 percent of it. Even tak

ing the 45 percent, if we add 6 cents to the present price and 
average it, cotton would bring only 7% cents. So that the 
objects of this amendment would be to let cotton have the 
full benefit of the allotment plan, without the tax being 
imposed on the 45 percent, to such an extent as to bring it 
to something like a parity with the pre-war period. 

Under the crop-production fund there is an agreement, a 
contract, that the growers must reduce 30 percent, and under 
the regional Agricultural Credit Corporation there is also 
an agreement for a reduction of 30 percent, which, added to 
the substitution proposed, would bring about a reduction 
which I think would result in a price for our cotton that 
would be more satisfactory. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. To me there is something 

confusing in the language employed in the amendment. I 
may be in error, but it does not seem to me to be clear what 
will be accomplished if the amendment be agreed to. The 
language of the amendment, as I recall it, is " The provisions 
of part 2 shall not apply to part 1." 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, that means this: That 
the processing provisions provided for in part 2 will not apply 
to cotton. That is the purpose. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I do not wish to attempt to 
influence the Senator to modify his amendment, but it does 
seem to me it could be made clearer by making it read, " The 
provisions of part 2 shall not apply to the existing stocks of 
the commodity described in part 1 ", or something like that. 

Mr. McKELLAR . . I shall be very happy to accept that 
amendment. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I should like to ask a ques
tion. Do the provisions of part 3 apply to the cotton men
tioned in part 1? 

Mr. SMITH. Part 3 has reference to mortgages. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. No; part 3 has reference 

to cost of production. 
Mr. SMITH. Part 2 ought to be included. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I was just wondering 

whether it was the intention of the Senator to exempt it 
from part 2 and not from part 3. 

Mr. SMITH. No; from part 3 also. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Part 3 provides for the cost 

of production. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I shall be very happy to 

modify my amendment and make it read as follows: 
Provided further, That the provisions of parts 2 and 3 shall not 

apply to the commodity mentioned in part 1. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, unless I wholly misunder
stand, the desire of the able Senator from Tennessee is to 
take cotton out from part 2. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is; the Senator has hit the nail right 
on the head. 

Mr. McNARY. Part 2 refers to the allotment provision. 
Mr. MCKELLAR. That is true. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr Pre~ident, it was stated, 

in answer to a question of the Senator from Oregon a few 
moments ago, that the object was to take the stocks of cot
ton in the possession of the Farm Board out of part 2, and, 
so the amendment is modified, out of part 3. That is a very 
different proposition from taking cotton out as a basic com
modity. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator means the future cotton 
crop? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Cotton hereafter to be 
grown. That is an entirely different proposition. 

Mr. McNARY. I want to know about what we are trying 
to do. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That is what I am trying 
to find out. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I am sincerely desirous of 
knowing what we are about to do. It looks to me as though 
we are about to slip cotton out of the allotment features 
of this bill. 

Mr. SMITH. That is right; what we are attempting to 
do is to leave cotton in part 1 as it passed the Senate, segre
gated from the allotment plan and the cost-of-production 
plan, and take it out under part 2, in which it finds itself. 
That is the object of this amendment, for the reason that 
by no process can we figure any profit to accrue from the 
application of that law. 

Mr. McNARY. Now, I have it from the able Senator from 
South Carolina, the chairman of the committee, that the 
desire is to take cotton out of the alleged benefits of part 2, 
which is the allotment feature of the bill. 

Mr. SMITH. That is what the intent of this amend
ment is. 

Mr. McNARY. So that it would provide that the basic 
agricultural commodities consist of wheat, corn, hogs, to
bacco, and rice, cotton being omitted. 

Mr. SMITH. Yes; except as it is affected by part 1. 
Mr. McNARY. That is unusual, revolutionary, and wholly 

against the judgment of the Secretary of Agriculture. It 
is regrettable that I have to stand here on the floor and 
def end your Secretary of Agriculture. 
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Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I do not think this proposi
tion as presented by the Senator from Tennessee was ever 
brought to the attention of the present Secretary of Agri
culture. I have tried to show, and I think anyone may just 
sit down and take the figures and see, that under the hllot
ment plan it would be impossible to benefit cotton to any 
extent at all, or at least appreciably, because 55 percent of 
it has to go at the world price, 45 percent at whatever bid 
or price or tax may be placed upon it. Therefore, if cotton 
is left in part 1 and allowed the substitution it provides for, 
together with the reduction which is now being carried on 
under the crop-reduction fund, I see no reason in the world 
why we may not get a reasonable return, without any tax 
whatever being added. 

Mr. NORRIS. Let me suggest, Mr. President, that if it is 
desired to take cotton out of the bill, except in part I, why 
not do it by striking it out on page 16 where the basic com
modities are enumerated? That will end it all; that will 
take it out. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President--
Mr. NORRIS. Just a moment. If we adopt this amend

ment, we will still have in the bill this language: 
As used in this title, the term " basic agricultural commodity " 

means wheat, cotton-

And so forth. 
If we are going to provide in another portion of the bill 

that it shall not apply to cotton, why not do it by striking 
out cotton as one of the enumerated basic commodities? It 
will still be in part I, because it is mentioned by name there. 
Striking out the word " cotton " on page 16 would accomplish 
what is desired. 

Mr. SMITH. I think that would be preferable. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

South Carolina yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 
Mr. SMITH. I do. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. We were told that the 

object of the amendment of the Senator from Tennessee was 
to exempt from the provisions of part II the stocks of cotton 
in the possession of the Farm Board. That raised a ques
tion which was quite different from the one now at issue. 
The one now at issue involves the problem as to whether we 
will limit to the Smith option cotton plan all the prospective 
benefits under the bill so far as cotton is concerned. I am 
not willing to do that, and I do not believe the Senate 
wants to do it. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. If I have the floor, I yield 

to the Senator. 
Mr. McNARY. The Senator from Arkansas has put his 

finger on the situation. The first question I propounded to 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLARJ was whether 
he desired to take out of the operation of part II only such 
cotton as was owned by the Government, and I understood 
that was the purpose. Now the Senator from South Caro
lina says the purpose is, except as to part I, to remove cotton 
from the operation of the bill whether it is owned by the 
Government or whether it is privately owned. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I do not think the 
amendment does that. I think that all the amendment 
proposed by me does is to take the cotton that is now held 
and owned by the Government out of the plan. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield, 
as a matter of fact, does cotton now held by the Farm Board 
come under part 2 of this bill? 

Mr. NORRIS. No. 
Mr. McNARY. No. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Why take it out, then, when it is not in? 
Mr. McNARY. The Senator from South Carolina goes so 

far as to say that on page 16, line 8, wherein basic agricul
tural commodities are defined, he wants to strike out the 
word " cotton." 

Mr. SMITH. I do. Mr. President, I do not want any mis
understanding. I think, in view of the fact that such a tre
mendous percentage of our cotton is exported, that the 
equalization provisions will not be a benefit; but if we allow 

the cotton we now have in possession of the Government to 
be eliminated in lieu of that much production, together with 
such reduction of acreage as the crop-reduction plan may 
bring about, without interfering with any processing what
ever, it will be of benefit. In view of the fact that we have 
a practical monopoly of the world's production of cotton and 
are dependent upon the foreign market to absorb 55 or 60 
percent, I think that the processing-tax provision will dis
appoint every cotton grower, for the reason that, at the 
point to which it is proposed to raise it, it will not benefit 
the grower a quarter of a cent a pound. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr; SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. NORRIS. Let me suggest to the Senator that part 1 

applies to cotton now in existence or controlled by the Gov
ernment. That is all it does do. 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. But, Mr. President--
Mr. NORRIS. Just a moment. Suppose we carry out 

part 1; that cotton cannot be used twice; after that cotfon 
is used, then it will not be subject to the other portions of 
the bill in the future so far as their application to cotton 
is concerned. So, after the first year has gone by, it will 
be impossible to carry out the provision of part 1, because 
when the plan under part 1 is once put in operation it ends 
as soon as the cotton owned by the Government is disposed 
of. Then, the following year, if the amendment were agreed 
to, it would be impossible, of course, to apply any of the 
other provisions to cotton if the Secretary wanted to do so. 

I should like to add, if the Senator will permit me, that I 
myself have no objection to striking it out of the bill if that 
is what the cotton representatives want; but it seems to me 
that unless they are practically unanimous in the desire to 
strike it out I would not want to do it, because we will have 
eliminated cotton forever from the operations of the bill 
just so soon as we get through with the sale of the cotton 
now owned by the Government, and there will be no author
ity to do anything for the cotton grower 1 year after the 
bill was put in operation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. McKELLAR. What the Senator from Nebraska said 

would be true if his suggested amendment striking out cot
ton, on page 16, were adopted. 

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator will permit me, the Senator 
from South Carolina, with his usual fairness-and I com
mend him for it-says that the object of this amendment 
is to take cotton out of the bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not think it goes that far. 
Mr. NORRIS. If it does, then we ought to take it out by 

striking it out, which would have the effect that it would 
make it forever impossible after the present cotton owned 
by the Government is disposed of for the bill to have any 
effect whatever with respect to cotton. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That would not be true unless on page 
16, line 8, the word "cotton" were stricken out. If the 
amendment offered were adopted, it would apply to the 
present surplus. 

Mr. NORRIS. Then the cotton men have not agreed 
among themselves as to what effect this amendment would 
have. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, may we have the amend
ment stated? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
again stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 6, line 11, after the 
word" procured", it is proposed to insert: 

Provided further, That the provisions of parts 2 and 3 shall not 
apply to the commodity mentioned in part 1. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That takes it out all right. 
Mr. McNARY. That takes cotton out of the provlSlon 

relating to the cost of production, and it also takes it out 
of the benefits under the acreage-reduction plan and the 
so-called " allotment plan." 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, as I understand, part 1 
applies now to cotton owned by the Government. Is not 
that correct? Undoubtedly it is. The only effect of this 
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amendment is not to apply the provisions of parts 2 and 3 
to the particular cotton now owned by the Government. 

·It is true that the Senator from South Carolina said he 
thought it ought to be taken out entirely; but that, in my 
judgment, is not what this amendment does. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I think it does under the 
language as it is drawn. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, if what the Senator from 
Tennessee says would be accomplished, he might just as 
well withdraw the amendment or the Senate might just as 
well not agree to it, because so long as section 1 is in 
operation the Secretary will operate under the authority 
there given in the case of the existing cotton, and, I take it, 
will not apply the other provisions of the bill to cotton 
during the same time. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am not at all sure about- that; I think 
he would have to do it. 

.Mr. NORRIS. Unless all the cotton men agree, I should 
dislike to see cotton stricken out, although I do not believe 
any secretary would in the first year apply part 2 to cotton; 
he could operate under part 1. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, if the Senator from Ten
nessee would modify his amendment so as to provide that 
it shall not apply beyond 1933, I think the purpose of the 
amendment would be accomplished. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 
me? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from South 
Carolina has the floor. The Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
BANKHEAD] has been on his feet for some time. Does the 
Senator from South Carolina yield and, if so, to whom? 

Mr. Sl\flTH. I yield first to my colleague. 
Mr. BYRNES. I should like to ask the Senator from Ten

nessee a question .. Part 1 refers not only to a commodity, 
but it refers by its very title to "cotton option contracts" 
and describes certain contracts and the transactions to be 
carried on with reference to those contracts. Under the 
language of the Senator's amendment the provisions of 
part 2, relating to the allotment plan, shall not apply to 
part 1. Is it not left very vague and indefinite as to what is 
meant by the amendment, because it would indicate that 
the allotment plan shall not apply to the contracts which 
are referred to in part 1? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; it merely makes it perfectly 
clear that the processing tax shall not apply to the cotton 
that is covered by part 1; that is all. 

Mr. BYRNES. I want to suggest to the Senator if that 
is his intention, why does he not say in the amendment that 
the provisions of part 2 shall not apply to cotton in the 
custody or control of the department of the Government 
referred to in part 1? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will ask the Senator to listen to the 
amendment, and he will see that it does apply to it. -

Provided further, That the provisions of parts 2 and 3 shall not 
apply to the commodities mentioned in part 1. 

Mr. BYRNES. I did not hear the word " parts " in the 
amendment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is exactly what the Senator from 
South Carolina now suggests. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, there is this 
confusion in thought there: The commodity in part 1 is 
cotton. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. And it is the equivalent of 

saying that part 2 and part 3 shall not apply to cotton. 
That is the construction a court would place on it. So I 
think, if the Senator wishes to limit his provision to the cot
ton referred to in part l, all he has to do is to say so. 

Mr. McKELLAR. In other words, instead of applying it 
to the commodity apply it to the stocks of cotton. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. As described in part 1. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I have no objection to that. 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, on page 4, subsections (a) 

and <b> and <c>, provision is made for selling back the 

surplus cotton to the farmers provided they leave their lands 
lying idle. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 
Mr. LONG. I think the Senator's amendment will com

plicate that feature of the bill. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Why and how? 
Mr. LONG. The.re will be interwoven with the stock of 

cotton contracts to be made with farmers that they are not 
to plant any more cotton on their land next year, as a 
consequence of which there is to be sold back to them some 
of the cotton now held. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; and, of course, if the provisions 
of part 2 and 3 apply to the cottcn that is sold back, it 
would complicate the matter very much, whereas if we 
insert such a provision as is now suggested by the Senator 
from Arkansas to the effect-

Provided further, That the provisions of part 2 and 3 shall not 
apply to the stocks of cotton in part 1. 

That would absolutely eliminate the stocks of cotton now 
held by the Government; and they ought to be eliminated, 
as I think every Senator here will agree from the provisions 
of part 2 and 3, providing for the processing tax on cot
ton. I do not think we ought to apply the processing-tax 
feature to cotton that is al.ready in existence and is al.ready 
owned by the Government. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. If part 3, which is the cost of produc

tion plan, is likewise not to apply, and if it will be unlawful 
under this bill for a farmer who produces cotton to sell it 
for a price below the price proclaimed by the Secretary of 
Agriculture, why should the Government be allowed to do it 
with respect to cotton which it has? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not Eee that that changes the 
situation at all. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If we are going to put the farmer in 
jail, why not also put the Government in jail? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not believe we coufd put the Gov
ernment in jail. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President--
Mr. LONG. What is going to be done with a man who 

buys this cotton? 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

Tennessee still hold the floor? 
Mr. McKELLAR. I believe I have the floor. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will ask, Does 

the Senator yield to the Senator from Alabama or to the 
Senator from Louisiana? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will yield to both. First I yield to 
the Senator from Louisiana, and then I will yield to the 
Senator from Alabama. I am delighted to yield. 

Mr. LONG. I will let the Senator from Alabama go 
ahead first. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, this is a highly confus
ing situation. To begin with, the amendment is in such 
language that no one can quite understand what it is sought 
to do, and I am thankful to the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
McNARY] for uncovering what underlies the proposal. 

Mr. McKELLAR. There is nothing secret about it, I will 
say to the Senator. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I understand that. 
Mr. McKELLAR. We are trying to make this language as 

specific as possible, and I am surprised that the Senator 
from Alabama cannot understand it. All I am proposing 
to do is not to permit cotton now in the hands of the Gov
ernment to be subjected to the plans provided in parts 2 
and 3. That is all; it is just as plain and open as I know 
how to make it. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The Senator's statement has been per
fectly frank, entirely so; but let us see what effect it will 
have. I am afraid the Senat0r has not fully considered 
that point. · He says it is not his object to take cotton out 
of the bill except so far as the Smith plan is concerned, 
and cotton under the Smith plan is not to be subject to 
the processing tax. 



1933 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SEN ATE 1741 
One of the principal values of the bill, from the stand

point of many of us from the cotton section, is the hope 
that by reason of the breaking of acreage, production will 
be materially decreased and thereby we will get rid of a 
large part of the terrible surplus hanging over the market. 

The effect of the amendment of the Senator from Ten
nessee is, under his construction of it and assuming that it 
goes no further, to eliminate about 3,000,000 bales of cotton. 
What will be the effect of that and why should that be 
done? Wby should the 3,000,000 bales of cotton be exempt? 
The producers of cotton are not exempt from the process
ing tax, but how much will be processed? Less than 5,000,-
000 bales in its entirety will pay the processing tax. The 
Senator's amendment proposes to reduce that 5,000,000 by 
approximately 3,000,000 bales, so we will have less than 
2,000,000 bales upc)Il which the processing tax is to be paid. 
With that very great reduction in income, everyone familiar 
with the situation knows that whether intended or not, and 
I do not think it is so intended, it absolutely destroys the 
effectiveness of any plan in the bill that may be put in 
operation with reference to cotton. We cannot put the 
allotment plan into effect, and I hope in practice it will not 
be put into effect, but I do not want to take cotton out of 
the bill. We cannot secure tax money enough. If the Sen
ator's amendment is adopted, it will not leave any substan
tial amount of acreage for that purpose, nor will it bring 
about the hoped-for results in reduction of production. 

But let us take another viewpoint. The Senator proposes 
to exempt from the tax about 3,000,000 bales of cotton now 
owned by the Government. Naturally, the 3,000,000 bales 
will be bought at once by the millers. They will take that 
cotton instead of buying cotton from the farmers. It would, 
therefore operate as a destruction of the purchasing power 
of the farmer to the extent of the entire quantity of cotton 
owned at this time by the Government. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LONG] clearly went to 
another defect and difficulty in the amendment, and that is 
taking sections 2 and 3 entirely away from cotton. It not 
only reduces the amount of taxes to be acquired for that 
purpose but eliminates it from the leasing plan, the very 
plan that most of us, or at least I, pref er. We pref er the 
application of the leasing plan. 

Mr. LONG. As a matter of fact, it would do away with 
the leasing plan, would it not? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes; the amendment has taken it away 
from us. If the Senate wants to destroy this plan so far 
as one of the basic commodities is concerned, here is an 
effective amendment to accomplish that purpose. We might 
as well strike it out entirely, because when we take 3,000,000 
bales out of less than 5,0(>0,000 upon which the tax can be 
paid, we eliminate the possibility of applying either the allot
ment plan or the leasing plan. 

I have undertaken no poll of Senators from the Cotton 
States, but I know that so far as I am concerned I am not 
in accord with this effort to take cotton out and leave 
wheat and other commodities in the plan. Nobody has ever 
proposed in the consideration of the bill in the Senate to 
take cotton or wheat, the two principal basic commodities, 
out of this plan. Certain Senators have sincerely advocated 
limiting the commodities to wheat and cotton, but this is 
the first suggestion from the time of the introduction of 
the bill during the last session of Congress until the present 
time that I have ever heard from any source to take either 
one of those two great basic agricultural commodities out 
from the bill. 

I have supported the Smith plan. I supported it in the 
last session. I hope it will be helpful to some extent. But 
if we have nothing but the Smith plan left for cotton, then 
I would say that the bill is inoperative in the main sub
stantially and not of real effect in the whole cotton area of 
the country. I say that in my judgment the Smith plan 
will help. I have advocated it all the time. But any 
thoughtful man knows that with 13,000,000 bales of carry
over cotton, with an annual consumption less than that 
amount, with a 2,000,000 or 3,000,000 bale reduction in the 

production of cotton alone, it will not make operative the 
declared purpose and policy of the bill, which is to adjust 
supply to demand in an effective way so as to get a fair 
and reasonable price consistent with the prices paid for in
dustrial commodities. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree
ing to the amendment of the Senator from Tennessee. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I want to offer an amendment 

at this time. 
Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, before the Senator offers 

his amendment let me say that there are certain amend
ments which will be offered later to part 1. Some Senators 
interested in long staple cotton have asked an opportunity 
to examine an amendment which has been proposed relating 
to that subject. If there are no other amendments to be 
offered to part 1, then the Senator from Louisiana may 
as well offer his amendment at this time. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have an amendment to offer 
to part 1. I wish to off er the amendment to be inserted at 
the end of part 1, on page 6, after line 11. I want it inserted 
as a new section 8. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
read for the information of the Senate. 

The CmEF CLERK. The Senator from Louisiana offers the 
following amendment: 

On page 6, after line 11, to insert the following new sections: 
"TITLE m. CURRENCY EXPANSION 

" SEC. 8. To expand the currency to restore confidence the Sec
retary of the Treasury is hereby authorized and directed to pur
chase silver bullion and to pay for same by issuing to the seller 
or sellers silver certificates in denominations of $1, $5, $10, $20, 
and $100 payable to bearer on demand. And he shall continue to 
purchase and so pay for same so long as the average daily market 
price of silver bullion is not 10 cents an ounce in excess of the 
average daily market price for the preceding 90 days, until 371~ 
grains of fine silver reaches a parity in value with 25.8 grains of 
gold nine-tenths fine; and should the market price of silver 
bullion, at any time, so decline as to destroy such parity, the 
Secretary of the Treasury is instructed to immediately resume 
the purchase of silver bullion until such parity is restored. 

"SEC. 9. The silver certificates authorized to be issued under 
this title are hereby made legal tender and shall be accepted at 
their full face value for all debts and dues, public and private, 
of every nature and description, and when accepted by the Gov
ernment shall be reiss11ed and in all respects shall become a part 
of the lawful money ot the United States. 

"SEC. 10. There shall be engraved on one side of each silver 
certificate so issued, 'This certifies that there is on deposit in the 
Treasury of the United States silver bullion equivalent when 
valued in gold to the face value of this certificate', and on the 
reverse side, ' This certificate is legal tender for all debts, both 
public and private.' 

"SEC. 11. The bullion purchased under this title shall be stored 
in the Treasury of the United States in blocks or bricks of stand
ardized and uniform fineness and in convenient units by weight 
and stamped by authorized official stamp, as may be determined 
within the discretion of the Secretary of the Treasury. 

" SEC. 12. The Secretary of the Treasury is further authorized 
and directed to issue additional certificates against said silver bul
lion so acquired and deposited in the Treasury under this title: 
Provided, That the amount of sliver bullion so acquired and on 
deposit in the Treasury as aforesaid exceeds by 10 percent in 
value all certificates issued against same, including the additional 
certificates when valued in gold. The additional certificates so 
issued shall be put in circulation by discharging current obliga
tions of the Government. 

"SEc. 13. Should at any time the amount of sliver bullion ac
quired and deposited in the Treasury under this title become 1n 
value less than 10 percent in excess of the face value of all certif
icates outstandlng against same, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall at once proceed to purchase a sufficient amount of silver 
bullion and deposit same in the Treasury until the amount on 
deposit in the Treasury shall exceed by 10 percent in value the 
total face value of all certificates issued and outstanding against 
same, and the sum of $100,000,000 is hereby appropriated to be 
used for that purpose, if necessary. 

"SEc. 14. Upon the presentation for redemption by the bearer 
of silver certificates provided for in this title, there shall be de
livered to the holder of the certificate an amount of silver equal 
to the gold equivalent in value of the certificate so presented at 
the market price of silver as of the day prior to the date of 
presentation: Provided, however, That the Secretary of the Treas
ury shall have the option of redeeming said certificates in gold 
in lieu of silver at their full face value. 

"SEc. 15. The Secretary of the Treasury is authorired and di
rected to make rules and regulations for carrying out the pro
vi.5ions of this title." 
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Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I send to the desk an 

amendment in the nature of a substitute for the amendment 
just offered by the Senator from Louisiana. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will report the 
proposed substitute. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The Senator from Montana of
fers an amendment in the nature of a substitute for the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Louisiana, as fol
lows: 

SEc. 34. That the proportional value of silver to gold in all coins 
w_hich are by law current as money within the United States 
shall be as 16 to 1, according to quantity in weight, of pure silver 
or pure gold; that is to say, every 16 pounds weight of pure silver 
shall be of equal value in all payments with 1 pound weight of 
pure gold, and so in proportion as to any greater or less quantities 
of the respective metals. 

SEC. 35. There shall be free coinage of both gold and silver, at 
the ratio fixed in this title, subject to the conditions and limita
tions now provided by law with respect to the coinage of gold; 
and all the laws of the United States relating to such coinage 
or to recoinage, exchange, or conversion of coins, bars, or bullion 
of gold, shall apply equally, so far as practicable, to silver. 

SEc. 36. The dollar, consisting of 25/i,- grains of gold nine tenths 
fine or of 412¥2 grains of silver nine tenths fine, shall be the 
standard unit of value, and all forms of money issued or coined 
by the United States shall be maintained at a parity of value 
with this standard, and it shall be the duty of the Secretary of 
the Treasury to maintain such parity. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I understand we will recess 
very soon. Under the rule will my amendment and the sub
stitute of the Senator from Montana be printed, so we will 
have them in that form in the morning? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. They will be printed. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I presume 

it would not be practicable to dispose of the amendment or 
the substitute this afternoon. I should like to ask for a 
brief executive session at this time. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I present a proposed 
substitute for section (c) on page 22, and ask that it may be 
printed for the information of the Senate and lie on the 
table. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That order will be made. 
STATEMENT OF WILLIAM GREEN AS TO ORGANIZATION OF SCHOOL 

TEACHERS 
Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I send to the desk a statement 

issued by William Green, president of the American Federa
tion of Labor, dealing with the problem of school teachers. 
I ask that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

The American Federation of Teachers was chartered by the 
American Federation of Labor for the purpose of creating an 
opportunity through which the teachers of the Nation could 
organize into and associate themselves with an organization of 
their fellow workers in all walks of life for mutual helpfulness and 
protection. 

The teachers of the Nation occupy a very large place in the 
minds and hearts of all classes of people. One can truthfully say 
that they are generally held in high regard and in high esteem. 
They occupy a very close relationship to the home life and the 
family life of the Nation. The very importance and dignity of 
their service and their position command sincere respect. But 
even though the fathers and mothers of the Nation entrust their 
children to the care and training of the teachers in our schools, 
colleges, and universities, there is a manifestation of indifference 
approximating total disregard, in some places, of the economic 
and social welfare of the school teachers of the Nation. This fact 
and the experience through which the public schools of the 
Nation and the teachers have passed during the last 3 years serve 
to demonstrate the fact that the salvation of the teachers, their 
economic well-being and welfare depend upon their own efforts, 
upon the exercise of their individual and collective influence. 

It has been made clear that they cannot protect their wages, 
salaries, and their living standards .except through organized action 
and organized activity. School teachers, like all other groups of 
citizens, are helpless as individuals but can be made strong and 
infiuential when organized into a strong economic and social force. 

The value and need of organ.ization among teachers has been 
clearly established. If the teachers are to save themselves, if they 
are to protect and promote their economic and social interests, 
if their living standards are to be placed upon a plane com
mensurate with the requirements of their profession and their 
social status, they must unite and contend vigorously together 
for the realization and enjoyment of these priceless blessings. 

Let no teacher labor under the illusion in these days of mass 
consideration and mass action, of keen competition and blind 

commercialism, that he or she can secure and maintain an eco
nomic and social status in keeping with the teaching profession 
because of personal or individual merit. Cruel, stern, economic 
law and economic pressure do not recognize individual merit, so-
cial standing, or special training. . 

Let the teachers organize and organize effectively for mutual 
help and mutual protection. The opportunity is here and the 
organization which the teachers of the Nation ought to join is 
functioning. The hosts of labor, those who make up the great 
organized labor movement, appeal to the teachers of the Nation to 
join with them, to come with them, and to work with them in 
the establishment of higher living standards and in the fight 
which the wage earners and salary earners of the Nation a.re 
making to bring about the realization of American ideals. 

The teachers can save themselves, they can save the public 
schools of the Nation, and can establish decent living standards 
through organization and through affiliation with the American 
Federation of Teachers. Isolated, individualistic, acting separately 
and alone they wm be forced to endure indefinitely the suffer
ing which so many of them now experience. 

In behalf of all those associated with the American Federation 
of Labor I appeal to the teachers of the Nation to organize 
through atmiation with the American Federation of Teachers. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I move that the Senate 

proceed to the consideration of executive business. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the 

motion of the Senator from Arkansas. 
The motion was agreed to: and the Senate proceeded to 

the considerati0n of executive business in open session. 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Reports of committees 
are in order. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. From the Committee on Naval Affairs 
I report back favorably with the recommendation that it be 
confirmed, the nomination of Quartermaster Clerk Rosco 
Ellis to be a chief quartermaster clerk in the Marine Corps, 
to rank with but after second lieutenant, from the 25th day 
of February 1933. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The nomination will be 
placed on the calendar. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Froin the Committee on Military Af
fairs I report back favorably sundry nominations for the 
calendar. 
- The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The nominations will be 
received and placed on the calendar. 

If there be no further reports of committees, the calendar 
is in order. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination of John Dickinson, 
of Pennsylvania, to be Assistant Secretary of Commerce, vice 
Julius Klein, resigned. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
nomination is confirmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination of Frank T. Bell, of 
Washington, to be Commissioner of Fish and Fisheries, vice 
Henry O'Malley. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, personally I am very sym
pathetic with and support this nomination; but a Senator 
who is absent said to me that he would like to have it go 
over for the day. 

Mr. DILL. What Senator was it? 
Mr. McNARY. The Senator who objected yesterday, I 

think. 
Mr. DILL. If the Senator refers to the Senator from 

Wyommg [Mr. CAREY], I talked with him twice since he 
made his objection, and he said that he had no objection. 

Mr. McNARY. Very well, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 

nomination is confirmed. 
PHILIPPINE ISLANDS 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination of Frank Murphy, 
of Michigan, to be Governor General of the Philippine 
Islands. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
nomination is confirmed. 

Mr. DILL. I ask unanimous consent that the President be 
notified of all three confirmations. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 

Chair hears none, and the President will be notified of the 
confirmation of all the nominations. 

That completes the calendar. 
The Senate resumed legislative session. 

RECESS 
Mr. SMITH. I move that the Senate take a recess until 

12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 
The motion was agreed to; and <at 5 o'clock and 33 min

utes p.m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Satur ... 
day, April 15, 1933, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate April 14 

<legislative day of Apr. 11), 1933 
AsSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMEBCE 

John Dickinson to be Assistant Secretary of Commerce. 
COMMISSIONER OF FISH AND FISHERIES 

Frank T. Bell to be Commissioner of Fish and Fisheries. 
GOVERNOR GENERAL OF THE PHILIPPINE ISLANDS 

Frank Murphy to be Governor General of the Philippine 
Islands. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
FRIDAY, APRIL 14, 1933 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D.D .. 

offered the following prayer: 

Thou Christ the Crucified One and :Mary's Holy Child, 
consider and hear us. The Lord is my shepherd; I shall not 
want. He maketh me to lie down in green pastures: He lead
eth me beside the still waters. He restoreth my soul: He lead
eth me in the paths of righteousness for His name's sake. 
Yea, though I walk through the valley of the shadow of 
death, I will fear no evil: for Thou art with me; Thy rod 
and Thy staff they comfort me. Thou preparest a table 
before me in the presence of mine enemies: Thou anointest 
my head with oil; my cup runneth over. Surely goodness 
and mercy shall follow me all the days of my life: and I will 
dwell in the house of the Lord forever. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. Horne, its enrolling 

clerk, announced that the Senate had passed without amend
ment a joint resolution of the House of the following title: 

H.J.Res. 152. Joint resolution to provide for the payment 
of pages for the Senate and House of Representatives for 
the first session of the Seventy-third Congress. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message from the President announced that he did on 

March 24, 1933, approve and sign a bill of the House of the 
fallowing title: 

H.R. 3757. An act to provide for direct loans by Federal 
Reserve banks to State banks and trust companies in cer
tain cases. 

LABOR, THE SWEATSHOP, AND THE ANTITRUST LAW 
Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

to extend my own remarks in the RECORD and to include 
therein certain excerpts of a radio symposium on labor, 
the sweatshop, and antitrust law in New York City on April 
9, 1933. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend 

my remarks in the RECORD, I include the following: 
[Reprint from the Gaelic American] 

In the radio forum hour, broadcast over WOR on Sunday after
noon, April 9, the entire ti.me was given to an instructive and 

forward-looking symposium on Labor, the sweatshop, and the 
Antitrust Law. 

The speakers were Mr. Jeremiah D. Maguire, president of the 
Federation Bank & Trust Co., which is recognized as the out
standing labor banking institution of the country; Prof. George 
J. Langley, of Pace Institute; and Hon. Leslie J. Tompkins, well
known New York lawyer and professor of law at New York 
University. 

MR. MAGUIRE'S ADDRF.SS 

Mr. Maguire reviewed the 30-hour week labor bill, designed to 
limit the hours of employment in production or manufacture of 
articles for interstate commerce, as passed by the United States 
Senate on April 7. Mr. Maguire said, in part: 

"We must still recognize that the American worker should 
receive, for his labor, a rate of remuneration which will enable 
him to live according · to the accepted American standard, and 
enable him, during the years of his normal working life, to lay 
aside at least moderate saving against the inevitable rainy day 
and against the years of old age." 

Continuing, Mr. Maguire said: "We must afford to the manu
facturer of the country sufficient latitude to so conduct his busi
ness that the business shall show a fair return upon the capital 
invested, after payment to the laborer of that fair wage which 
comports with our American standard of living." Mr. Maguire 
added that, "As the current earning statements of industry show 
a picture of normal profits, the bankers can normally fulfill, 
to appropriate extent, all the functions of bankers in taking care 
of the needs of industry." 

PROFESSOR LANGLEY'S TALK 

Professor Langley traced the history through its early phases 
of pre-Christian individualism, up into the best cooperative attain
ments of the guilds of the Middle Ages, and eloquently painted 
the picture of the forced competition and overexpansion and 
forced selling which led into the depression of the last 4 years. 
Professor Langley pleaded for the liberalization of outmoded legis
lation and the inauguration of a new era of social justice which 
would permit the United States to better fulfill her destiny. 

PROFESSOR TOMPKINS REVIEWS CURRENT LEGISLATION 

Professor Tompkins reviewed the proposals of current proposed 
legislation to this end, and said, in part: " Before proceeding to 
explain the provisions of the Senator David I. Walsh bill, may I 
refer to former Governor Smith's program for public buildings, in 
which it is proposed to spend upwards of two or more billlons of 
dollars. Without a modification of our statute laws of today, all 
of the materials for construction must be produced under un
bridled. competition, which will result in a loss to the producer. 
Labor will be obliged to work at reduced rates and raw materials 
will be sold at unprofitable prices, in many instances below the 
cost of securing. The net result will be that the country is actu
ally poorer at the completion of the pr9gram than it was at the 
commencement. On the other hand, were we to modify our laws 
in line with the suggested principles of the Walsh bill, be the 
appropriations small or great, the raw material will be sold at a 
fair price a.nd the producer or manufacturer will be able to put 
in a schedule of cost that will include a fair wage for labor, earn a 
reasonable return upon his invested capital, and at the end of 
each day the country will be just a little richer and a little further 
along the road to prosperity. You may well say that this is not 
new, but not only must memory be recalled 'lest we forget'. but 
we must act as well as think. Should you see the matter in the 
way we are presenting it, yours is the duty to urge our legislators 
in Washington and in State capitols to immediate action. 

SENATOR WALSH'S BILL 

"To us Senator WALSH'S bill appears to afford the needed rem
edy. It provides for a commission to whom contracts between 
competing interests may be voluntarily submitted; that such in
terests may, within we11-defined limitations, enter into contracts 
for the appointment of production and the regulation of price, 
provided the proposed agreement, with a statement of reasons 
therefor, be first filed with the commission; that the proposed 
contract shall be assumed to be in the public interest if it results 
in a fair wage to labor and fair compensation to producers of 
average ability and efficiency; and that no person a party to such 
contract may increase the price beyond the fair and reasonable 
profit fixed therein. Each industry has the responsibility of 
producing the facts relating to its own line of endeavor. 

" During the year that this bill has been pending tens of mil
lions have been expended in a vain endeavor to cure the evils 
of unemployment, but without going to the cause of the unem
ployment. The millions of workers out of employment have in
creased; the peril to the spiritual as well as to the material side 
of our national life has intensified, and the dollar of disburse
ment which was found in 1928 in the manufacturing industries 
pay roll of the United States has dropped to 36 cents in Septem
ber of 1932." 

Federal Trade Commissi on 
Professor Tompkins then proceeded to explain the proposed 

enlargement of the Federal Trade Commission and its extension 
of powers, saying: 

" The bill enlarges the present Federal Trade Commission from 
5 members to 9, not more than 5 to be from the same political 
party, provides for appointment by the President, fixes salaries at 
$10,000 a year, and gives the commission wide and discretionary 
powers. 
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" It is very obvious that tf the new Federal Trade Com.missioners 

be men of wide understanding with broad progressive ideas of 
social service, the agreements brought back in each industry for 
renewal and extension from time to time could be progressively 
made to include all worthwhile matters of social service, such as 
old-age pensions, unemployment insurance, health insurance. and 
various matters of working-condition improvement, as well as 
shorter working week, a shorter working day. The time may have 
come when the production week should be a shorter week in order 
to prevent our productive output from running away again from 
our consumptive capacity. 

" Structures and buildings 
"Beyond these benefits to ensue, the adoption of the principles 

contained in the Walsh bill wlll have the effect of increasing the 
present values of structures and buildings now existing which 
were erected under the old basis of cost. Take, for instance, any 
large building today; if it were erected at the 1925 to 1930 levels, 
and had to compete directly with a duplicate building erected 
today, the value of the old building would have to be depreciated 
perhaps 40 to 45 percent. But if it were established that the new 
building to be ereGted shall include within its cost a fair compen
sation to all concerned and bring into etiect the essentials of 
social service, which must gradually be funded upward to elimi
nate Federal and State unemployment relief, and perhaps aged re
lief in the future, the cost of the new building would come close to 
the cost value of the older building, and the present investments 
of our banks, insurance _companies, and individuals would be pre
served." 

Picturing the growth of public thought upon this particular 
phase of proposed constructive legislation, Professor Tompkins 
pointed out: 

" While the subject is new in the matter of time, public opinion 
is in the making upon it. Individuals, trade organizations, labor 
organizations, and leaders of thought have been loud in their 
demands. The press as exemplified by the papers controlled by 
Mr. Hearst, Colliers, and other newspapers and magazines, have 
been busy these past few months with editorial comment and 
special articles, and all, without exception have endorsed the 
principles embodied in the Walsh bill." 

And Professor Tompkins closed one of the most worth-while 
Radio Forum hours ever presented in this country by saying: 

"It is hard to imagine a greater public service that could be 
performed now than bringing into immediate operation the legis
lative principles available to us in Senator W ALSH's bill. With 
these principles in force, we confidently believe that the President 
wlll supplement them with the appointment of commissioners 
who will give real, long-sighted, clear-visioned service to the future 
of the country, and thus bring prosperity to industry and labor." 

ADJOURNMENT OVER 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
when the House adjourns today it adjourn to meet on Mon
day next at 12 o'clock noon. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to address the House for 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker, this country and its Gov

ernment must be freed from the strangle hold of the usurp
ing ring of international banksters. This gang of usurping 
mammonites is gaining more of a strangle hold upon the 
new administration than it held upon the past adminis
tration. The public are fast losing confidence. Confidence 
will not be restored by further continuing m power this 
gang control over the finances of this Nation. 

The people of this country want to know the condition of 
the United States Treasury and whether the gold and the 
trust funds are intact, and what the liabilities of the United 
States are. The people have a right to know this. If we 
pass laws for publicity on issues of railroad, industrial, pub
lic utility, and foreign issues of securities, should not the 
United States furnish the investors and the stockholders 
of the United States auditors' reports as to the assets and 
liabilities of the United States? Until this information is 
furnished the investing public no more Government bonds 
should be sold by this Government. 

Are we going to pay the inevitable price of proving our 
imbecility, or are we going to exercise the rights of the 
people who sent us here to whom only we are responsible? 

I am calling your attention to House Concurrent Reso
lution No. 12, now pending before the Committee on Rules, 

which calls for the appointment of five Members each from 
the House and Senate to make an audit of the assets and 
liabilities of the United States Treasury. This resolution 
reads as follows: 

Resolved by the House of Eepresentatives (the Senate concur
ring), That there is hereby established a special joint congres
sional committee (hereinafter in this resolution referred to as 
the committee) to be composed of five Members of the Senate, 
to be appointed by the President of the Senate, and five Mem
bers of the House of Representatives, to be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. Upon the termination 
of the present Congress the committee shall cease to exist. 

SEC. 2. The committee is authorized and directed to investi
gate and make an audit of the operations of the Treasury De
partment in the collection. investment, and disbursement of pub
lic moneys, and of moneys derived in whole or in part from 
sources other than taxation, and to report to the Senate and the 
House of Representatives, as soon as practicable, but not later 
than the termination of the present Congress, the results of its 
investigation, together with such recommendations for legisla
tion as it deems advisable. 

SEC. 3. For the purposes of this resolution the committee is 
authorized to select a chairman, to sit and act during the present 
Congress at such times, whether or not the Congress, or either 
House thereof, is sitting, has recessed, or has adjourned, to em
ploy such experts and such clerical, stenographic, and other 
assistants, to require the attendance and testimony of such wit
nesses and the production of such books, papers, and documents, 
to take such testimony, to have such printing and binding done, 
and to make such expenditures (not exceeding $250,000), as it 
deems necessary. Subpenas shall be issued under the signature 
of the chairman, and shall be served by any person designated 
by him. The provisions of sections 101, 102, 103, and 104 of 
the Revised Statutes (U.S.C., title 2, secs. 191, 192, 193, and 194) 
shall be applicable in respect of any person summoned as a 
witness, in the same manner as such provisions are applicable 
in respect of any person summoned as a witness in the case of 
an inquiry before a committee of the House of Representatives. 

May I say to the responsible leadership in this House that 
the promise made by your then leader and the Republican 
leadership at the last session of Congress, that an audit of 
the Treasury should be made, should now be fulfilled by the 
passage of this resolution. A like promise for an investiga
tion of the Federal Reserve Board and Federal Reserve banks 
should also now be fulfilled by the passage of House Resolu
tion No. 20, which is also before the Rules Committee. This 
resolution reads as follows: 

Resolved, That for the purpose of obtaining information neces
sary as a basis of legislation, the Committee on Bank.Ing and CUr
rency of the House is authorized and directed, as a whole or by 
subcommittee. to investigate the Federal Reserve Board of the 
Federal Reserve banks, and such member banks of the Federal 
Reserve System as may be necessary, in their activities with re
spect to foreign banks and foreign central banks, their open
market operations and acceptance business, and their connection 
with the American Acceptance Council, and their collaboration 
with other banks (American and foreign) in the operations of 
such banks in foreign financing; and for the purpose of this 
investigation the committee may make such audit of the books 
of the Federal Reserve Board, Federal Reserve banks, and member 
banks of the Federal Reserve System as it deems necessary. 

SEC. 2. Such committee shall, as soon as practicable, report the 
results of its investigation to the House, together with such rec
ommendations for legislation as it deems advisable. For the 
purposes of this resolution the committee is authorized to sit and 
act during the present Congress at such times and places in the 
United States or elsewhere, whether or not the House is sitting, 
has recessed, or has adjourned, to hold such hearings, to employ 
such experts, and such clerical, stenographic, and other assist
ants, to require the attendance of such witnesses and the produc
tion of such books, papers, and documents, to administer such 
oaths and affirmations, to take such testimony, to have such print
ing and binding done, and to make such expenditures, as it deems 
necessary. 

This was promised at the last session of Congress. Are 
you going to ful:fill that promise? The people of this coun
try want to know. 

May I call your attention to the fact that a little over a 
month ago the Federal Reserve System completely broke 
down; all the banks in the United States were closed; thou
sands of the banks are still closed, and hundreds of millions 
of dollars of assets belonging to the people of the United 
States are tied up because of the failure of this banking 
system. 

On behalf of the people that I represent in Congress and 
the other people of this Nation, I demand a complete inves
tigation of the operations of this System. It is time that 
our assets and liabilities are counted and reported. This is 
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particularly true when, by Executive order, demands are 
made that all of the gold held by the people of the United 
States be deposited in this private banking system, the Fed..: 
eral Reserve banks. May I again say to you, who have the 
responsibility, that you will not restore confidence until 
these two things are done. And unless immediate action is 
taken, it may be too late. This private banking system, 
the Federal Reserve, and the Treasury of the United States 
are completely controlled and dominated by this gang of 
banksters which we designate as international. [Applause.] 

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. McFADDEN. I yield. 
Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. The gentleman from Penn

sylvania has been here a long time and understands the 
orderly procedure of the House. I presume one of the reso
lutions he refers to is his. If he has any information, why 
does he not go to the Committee on Rules and give the leg
islative committee the information without trying to throw 
a monkey. wrench into the machinery when we have a man 
in the White House who is trying to restore confidence and 
is restoring confidence? 

Mr. McFADDEN. There is plenty of information before 
the Committee on Rules to report out both resolutions. I 
am ready to go before the Committee on Rules and present 
more evidence. Look at my statements and other state
ments before the Rules Committee printed in the hearings. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to print in the 
RECORD in my remarks the resolutions I have referred to. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
getltleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 

the delegate from Puerto Rico may address the House for 
5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
PAN AMERICAN DAY 

Mr. IGLESIAS. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the 
House, as the representative from Puerto Rico, I have been 
asked to say a few words on this day, April 14, to greet the 
peoples and the governments o.f our sister republics of Latin 
America from the fioor of this Chamber, on the occasion of 
the commemoration of the annual anniversary of the Pan 
American Day. 

His excellency the President of the United States has al
ready delivered a magnificent address a~ the Pan American 
Union, expressing his fraternal and sincere good will for 
peace, progress, and prosperity before the representatives of 
the 20 Latin American Republics. His address was certainly 
inspired by the greatest principles of justice, best under
standing, and amity toward all the Spanish-speaking coun
tries south of the Rio Grande. 

The President and the citizens of the United States firmly
believe in the principle of freedom and self-determination 
for nations. It is high time to reach some definite under
standing as to the distinction between intervention and mu
tual protection. The President has been very clear in his 
address dedicated to Pan America in clarifying the policies 
of mutual understanding in the Latin American sphere. An 
alternative course to arbitration is a conference of Pan 
American countries that are engaged in fighting each other 
and to agree upon new methods and agencies for deciding 
international relations and business. 

I have the honor to be the secretary of the Pan Ameri
can Federation of Labor. In this capacity I have become 
familiar with President William Green's position that dis
putes arising between nations which do not involve honor 
or sovereignty should be referred to arbitration tribunals for 
settlement. 

Of course, the United States, with the rest of the Pan 
American Republics, have already cooperated to prevent war 
and dealt constructively with the causes which create war. 
Peace cannot be maintained by merely wishing for peace. 
A remedy must be found for the causes which create war 

and a basis of accommodation devised by which disputes and 
disagreements which arise between nations may be fairly 
and equitably settled. American labor also joins hands with 
the President of the United States in hoping that our Gov
ernment will never play the part of an imperialist autocrat 
in its relations with the peoples of Latin American coun
tries, but will prove itself to be, by practice and precept, an 
advocate and a proponent of the best ideals of mutual pro
tection and democratic freedom. 

I am profoundly convinced that whatever the President 
can do to increase the spiritual ties of good will and the ma
terial prosperity and happiness of all the good peoples of the 
Americas will promote human welfare. 

The President's purpose seems to me is to bring those 
peoples together so that they may be neighbors in peace and 
the best of understandings-mutually tolerant, sympathetic, 
and truthful. The more the world knows about how these 
things are brought about, the better it will be. It is my hope 
that in the near future there may be striking developments 
in this direction for the benefit of both the peoples of Latin 
America and the United States. [Applause.] 

GOOD-WU.L REPRESENTATION 

As a Representative of the people of Puerto Rico, which 
stands primarily for human rights and human welfare, I 
desire to bring to your consideration the advisability of 
having on some of the Pan American commissions that have 
to do with matters that will so a:ff ect the future develop
ment of the peoples of America men who represent directly 
the great producing masses of the citizens of our Nation; 
men who know the human problems, social and economic 
difficulties and their ideals, and who are able to understand 
and comprehend these problems with which the producing 
masses of other countries have to dea.l, and who, therefore, 
are best fitted to cooperate in the formulating of policies 
and recommendations calculated to promote the develop
ment and the betterment of the lives of the peoples of all 
of the American countries. 

Our President may in the future extend to the govern
ments of all Americans an invitation to attend a Pan Ameri
can conference in Washington with a view to establish closer 
and more satisfactory relations between their countries and 
the United States of America. 

Expansion of trade and commerce, whether in Latin 
America or in any other part of the earth, is of vital im
portance to the American producers and industrial workers 
eveywhere, because it will give stability to industry in this 
country and assure steadier and increasing employment. 
Such a result will undoubtedly contribute to the welfare of 
all peoples, not only those of the producing masses but of 
every class, because the more widely diffused prosperity is 
the greater will be the benefit to all the people, regardless 
of class or condition. The President's hope is that we may 
all pull together without partisan bias in a lofty spirit of 
fraternity and with a noble purpose to advance human 
rights, promote human welfare, agree upon those measures 
and methods of the President, and do those things which 
are essential to the advancement of these great objects. 

In this movement, which aims to strengthen the ties of 
the United States and the Latin Americas in the worthy 
journey toward the final goal of the continental weal, history 
has already designated the advanced guard. Geographically, 
this advanced guard is Puerto Rico, the community I rep
resent, the one spot in this hemisphere where two great 
peoples and two mighty civilizations are bent to the task 
of creating the composite mentality of a new, understanding 
America. 

Perhaps I am wrong in my views and perhaps you may 
think that I have engaged in generalities in what I have 
said. I have not meant to generalize, but to be as specific 
as possible in setting out the general principles that are 
guiding my own thought and convictions so far as I have 
been able to express them in the brief compass of my 
remarks. 

The schools and colleges promoted and fostered by the 
Pan American Union have had a very large part in bringing 
the people of th~ Americaz together, particularly those of 
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the United States, for while certain outstanding Latin Amer
ican institutious have attracted many students from the 
other countries, vastly larger numbers have come to the 
United States. The reports of the Pan American Union say 
that thousands of Latin American teachers, engineers, doc
tors, nurses, agricultural experts, scientists, and business 
men who received their training in American colleges are 
serving as a link between the United States and their own 
countries. They keep up their contacts by reading Ameri
can books and magazines, and returning to the United States 
from time to time, and frequently interest their friends in 
coming here. Many of them have become prominent in 
public life and so have been the means of promoting closer 
relationships. 

Among the Latin American countries university professors 
are often invited to lecture for a longer or shorter period at 
some other Latin American university. Although because 
of the di:ff erence in language this practice is less common 
between the universities of the United States and of Latin 
America, every year sees a number of prominent professors 
from American universities visiting and lecturing in Latin 
America, and vice versa. In many instances honorary 
degrees have been conferred on visiting professors and 
scientists. 

The working people in the Pan American countries should 
be guaranteed the right to organize and to cooperate within 
their respective countries in the furtherance of their legiti
mate, social, industrial, and economic interests. The right 
of free speech, free assemblage, and free press should not be 
abridged. Liberty, democracy, and justice should triumph 
over autocracy and unfreedom in any form. [Applause.] 

REDUCTION OF GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES 
Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

have printed in the RECORD in full a resolution recently 
adopted by the American Legion of Bergen County, N.J. 
The Members of the House should be interested in this 
resolution, commending as it does the work of this Congress 
and the President of the United States. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend 

my remarks in the RECORD I include the following: 
As members of the American Legion, an organization which in 

its first essence is dedicated to the causes of Americanism; and 
Whereas we are cognizant of the grave plight in which many of 

our citizens have been placed because of current economic con
ditions brought on and aggravated, at least in part, by unre
strained spending of Federal, State, and municipal incomes; and 

Whereas the Congress of the United States has delegated to our 
President, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, upon his request, extraor
dinary powers and responsibilities to cope with the existing na
tional emergency; and 

Whereas we have full confidence that he w111 exercise these 
powers and responsibilities courageously, wisely, and fairly; and 

Whereas it is to the interest of all citizens of the United States 
to assist in making possible the fulfillment of the proposals on 
which the President is now working: Therefore be it 

· Resolved, That the American Legion of Bergen County, Depart
ment of New Jersey, in a regular meeting assembled March 28, 
1933 in Rutherf01·d, N.J., do hereby unanimously express our great 
confidence in the courage, fairness, and wisdom of President 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt, and we do hereby pledge ourselves to 
fully support his expressed policies of reducing all Government 
expenditures in a just and fair manner; and be it 

Further resolved, That the county organization does hereby ex
press to the President and to the Congress its admiration for their 
unselfish devotion to the interest of the people, for their utter 
disregard of political expediency, and for the setting of this 
example, which the States and municipalities may well follow; 
and be it 

Further resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to our 
Con!ITessmen for presentation to President Roosevelt. and that a 
copy be sent to the American Legion, Department of New Jersey. 

THE AMERICAN LEGION OF BERGEN COUN"I'Y, N.J., 
CHARLES MASTENBROOK, Commander. 

Attest: 
VICTOR A. SPACE, Adjutant. 

EXPORTATION OF ARMS AND MUNITIONS OF WAR 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the time under the rule for the consideration of the embargo 
bill be extended 1 hour, the additional hour to be equally 

divided and controlled by the gentleman from Tennessee and 
myself. I have consulted the Chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs and he has no objection to this request. We 
have nothing to do today but consider this bill, and I hope 
no objection will be raised. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle

man from Pennsylvania [Mr. McFADDEN]. 
Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to this reso

lution for the reason that it is a step leading the United 
States farther into European affairs. 

Its advocates in the United States are principally that 
class of people who are known as "internationalists.'' We 
find among the advocates of this proposed legislation all of 
the pacifists' organizations in the United States. I may 
mention also the American Foreign Policy Association, the 
League for Peace and Freedom, and the Academy of Political 
and Social Science, whose purposes were clearly disclosed 
the other evening in New York by that famous British 
propagandist, George Bernard Shaw. He said that the pur
pose of this particular organization, under whose auspices 
he was speaking, is to destroy the Constitution of the United 
States. This organization is endorsing the passage of this 
particular piece of legislation. The Carnegie Foundation 
and affiliated foundations, with resources running into the 
hundreds of millions of dollars, are in favor of the passage 
of this resolution because it further ties us up with inter
national affairs. 

This particular piece of legislation was presented to the 
Congress by the last administration at the request of Great 
Britain. I want to make it perfectly clear to the Members 
here that this legislation is here at the instance of Europe. 
It is un-American. It takes from our control further deter
minations with regard to the management of our own 
affairs. 

I would say that this Congress, to protect the President of 
the United States, should refuse to pass this legislation. The 
President of the United States is being besieged by the for
eigners to come to their rescue, and I believe it would be 
right and proper that Congress should withhold this legis
lation from him lest he be tempted under this great influence 
of Europe which is being exercised at this time to do, under 
this authority, something which should not be done. I am 
fearful that, inasmuch as the President of the United States 
has accepted in toto the policy of the previous administration 
as regards foreign affairs and affairs in the Far East, if this 
legislation should be given to him and he is driven to the 
point of exercising this right as regards the declaration of 
an embargo on the shipment of arms to Japan, within 30 
days after he exercised such right we would witness a decla
ration of war on the part of Japan against the United States. 

The foreign policy of Secretary Stimson, acquiesced in by 
the former administration, in the minds of a great majority 
of the American people is a wrong policy, a meddling policy, 
and one that is causing extreme embarrassment to the 
United States at this time. I do not think, however, that 
Japan is the real reason this legislation is asked for. I 
believe it is purely a European situation where the countries 
of Europe today are seething with trouble, where the great 
masses of people over there are preparing for war, where 
they are equipped as they were not equipped for war in 1914, 
and they are looking at each other's throats, because they 
fear this great spread of bolshevism and strife b~tween 
France and Italy and Germany. This is why they are ask
ing for this embargo. Every one of the major countries in 
Europe is trying to get the support of the United States on 
its side. 

I think we should stop, look, and listen before we go for
ward with such legislation and enact it into law. The condi
tion of this country today is largely due to the influences 
from abroad which have trickled in here. We are now about 
to witness another conference, which is in preparation for 
a still greater conference in London, and I may point out 
1n this connection that this is only a part of the whole pro-
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gram. The entire program is all laid. This was planned in 
July 1931, when a conference was held in London in con
nection with the Hoover moratorium, where we were offi
cially represented by Henry L. Stimson and Andrew W. 
Mellon. This conference dealt with debts; it laid down a 
plan for cancelation of reparations; it laid down plans for 
an economic conference, which is about to be held, and we 
are going to send representatives over there to deal in the 
vital things which pertain to the welfare of the people of 
the United States. 

I am against it. I am against the meddling by Europeans 
in the affairs of this country. I wonder how long the House 
of Representatives is going to sit idly by and let Europe 
run the affairs of this country. When you enact legisla
tion like this, you are simply inviting further machina
tions by these foreigners who are holding down affairs in 
this country. 

You have right now internation~l control of exchanges 
by Great Britain, which is holding down price levels in 
our country. They are speculating in exchange; they are 
speculating in the dollar; and only yesterday they lowered 
the price of the dollar in all markets of the world through 
manipulation by the British Government of its great sta
bilization fund, which is tending to strangle industry in 
the United States and force us to our knees and to a can-
celation of debts. . 

Why is Premier MacDonald coming here next week? He 
said in press reports yesterday that he was coming here to 
discuss war debts. Mr. Speaker, I want to point out in this 
connection, what we all know, that there is no authority 
for the administration to deal with the debt situation. This 
power is solely with the House of Representatives and Senate 
of the United States. 

Are we going to permit still further meddling in our own 
affairs by the passage of a bill like this? I say no. It would 
be well before the Congress acts on this particular resolu
tion to have before the appropriate committee of this House 
the real reasons for the legislation. Call the Secretary of 
State himself; call the previous Secretary of State; and let 
them tell you the real facts that are behind this situation. 

Only 10 days ago we passed a resolution here that we knew 
nothing about. We know less about the real purposes of this 
proposed law than we did of that resolution. 

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. McFADDEN. I am thankful that the Senate of the 

United States has remodeled that particular piece of legis
lation, but I say, shame on the Congress of the United States 
when it considers legislation of that nature which comes to 
us without knowing what it is. I say to you that there is an 
undisclosed reason for this particular piece of legislation. 
I yield to the gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. MO'IT. Can the gentleman inform us whether this 
resolution is a part of the President's program? 

Mr. McFADDEN. All I know about the inception of this 
resolution is that it is of British origin. It was first intro
duced at the instance of the British Ambassador to the 
United States, and I recall that a day or two before this 
particular resolution was presented to this Congress there 
were conferences between the British Ambassador, the State 
Department, and the White House. 

Mr. MOTT. Can the gentleman tell us whether the 
President is in favor of this resolution? 

Mr. McFADDEN. I cannot speak for the President. 
The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from 

Pennsylvania has expired. 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes· to the gentle

man from Kansas [Mr. MCGUGIN]. 
Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Speaker, this resolution, like much 

modern legislation, when considered, has a red herring drawn 
across its trail. Everyone who rises to speak and say a word 
against the resolution is falsely accused of jingoism. There 
is no one who is a right-thinking person who does not clamor 
for peace. Americans instinctively clamor for peace. Here 
is the real question involved in this piece of legislation as I 
see it. It is whether or not it is a wise poliey to leave exclu
sively in the hands of the President the great foreign policy 

of when we are going to levY an embargo against the ship
ment of arms, and when we are not, and to what countries 
we are going to permit arms to be sold, and to which coun
tries we are not. 

For centfuies mankind struggled for the people through 
their representatives to have the exclusive right to declare 
war. So long as it was within the power of the executives 
to declare war, the people were constantly at war. When 
the fathers wrote the Constitution of this country they were 
very careful to make the provision that only the ~ople, 
through their representatives, could declare war. The Con
stitution even takes that entirely out of the hands of the 
President, and please understand me, when I say" the Presi
dent '', I am not talking about President Franklin D. Roose
velt, but I am talking about any President, whoever he may 
be, now or in the future. Article I of the Constitution desig
nates the powers delegated to the Congress, and section 8 of 
article I sets forth some of the things which Congress has 
the power to do. Among other things is the right to declare 
war. The power vested in the hands of one man to bring 
about that condition which means war amounts to placing 
the power in the hands of one man to declare war. 

I am not in favor of this country profiteering by ship
ping arms into another country to carry on warfare against 
some other country. I believe that any time this Presi
dent or any future President deems it advisable that this 
country should not ship arms to any given country, all he 
has to do is to come to the Congress and ask that an em
bargo be laid against the shipment of arms into such other 
country. Bringing it down to a concrete case in past ex
perience, I have. no doubt that but at any time from 1914 
until the day we entered the war, if President Wilson had 
deemed it advisable that this country should not ship arms 
to the Allies, he could have come before the Congress and 
asked for an embargo prohibiting the shipment of arms to 
the Allies, and it would have been granted. Likewise, if he 
had deemed it advisabie not to ship arms to Germany, it 
would also have been granted. The question involved in 
this legislation is whether or not we are going to place the 
power in the hands of the President to do that which leads 
inevitably to war. 

This resolution when it is enacted into law is permanent 
legislation. I asked my good friend from North Carolina 
[Mr. Poul, when he made the statement that he had ex
plicit confidence in the present President-that he would not 
abuse the power and lead the country into war-whether he 
thought the present President would be President forever. 
He replied that he thought and hoped he would be for 8 
years. That is all right. That is not a great problem; it is 
not a matter which worries me a great deal, whether Frank
lin D. Roosevelt is going to be President 4 years or 8 years. 
So far as this resolution is concerned, I know that we are 
passing permanent legislation, and I know that we are 
placing the power in the hands of the President now and in 
the future whereby he can take sides as between countries 
engaged in war, and possibly take sides with a country con
trary to the general public opinion in this country, and lead 
this country directly into war. 

Take the case of Japan and China, who are now at war. 
Assuming the President declares an embargo against this 
country shipping munitions of war to Japan, but permits 
them to be shipped to China; you know and I know that 
that means that this country will be at war with Japan in 
a very short time. Or put it around the other way, assume 
that he should declare that we should not ship munitions 
of war to China but could to Japan, that would mean that 
we would be at war in a very short time with China. When
ever something is going to be done which leads directly and 
inevitably to war, I want the representatives of the American 
people in Congress to bear that responsibility; and if you and 
I in this Congress do not want to bear that responsibility, 
we should not sit 'here and enact legislation which would 
make it impossible for some future Congress to bear that 
resPonsibility. 

I cannot see any immediate need to place this power in 
the hands of Mr. R-oosevelt. It is inconceivable to me that 
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he cannot come to this Congress and obtain an embargo 
against shipping arms into any country. Three fourths of 
the Members of this House are Democrats and two thirds of 
the Members of the Senate are Democrats. Furthermore, 
Republican Members of Congress have demonstrated, time 
without number, that they will go along with a Democratic 
President on a war policy. Therefore, I cannot see how 
Franklin D. Roosevelt can be embarrassed by leaving this 
power in the Congress where it was placed by the framers 
of the Constitution. However, if he is insistent that he 
needs this power exclusively in his hands, I would not seri
ously object to this legislation if it were limited to 4 years. 
I think that by temperament President Roosevelt is a man 
of peace. I do not think he would willfully do something 
that would lead us to war. I am not so sure as to the 
temperaments of future Presidents. The attitude of a Presi
dent in international affairs is largely a matter of personal 
temperament. 

In many respects I revere the great Theodore Roosevelt. 
However, if he were living and were President, I think by 
temperament it would be exceedingly difficult for him to 
i·efrain from taking sides in any war that might spring up 
some place in the world. I doubt if he could refrain from 
using the power vested in the President by this bill to send 
munitions to the country whose side he was taking in the 
conflict. Unquestionably that would lead to war. If this 
country takes sides in wars between other countries, I want 
the people of this country, with their public opinion re
:fliected through their representatives, to pick the country 
they are going to favor, and not leave it to one man to 
make that choice. I want that choice made by public senti
ment here in the United States, and not through some con
ference of other nations or through the President's partici
pating in such conference. I choose to follow the policy of 
Washington in keeping out of foreign entanglements. 
Whenever we deviate from that policy and we do become 
entangled in the controversies of other countries, I want it 
to be the people of the United States, through their repre
sentatives, who make the entanglement, and not one man in 
the White House, whoever he may be. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Kansas 
has expired. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 minutes to my dis
tinguished colleague on the committee, the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. BAKEWELL]. 

Mr. BAKEWELL. Mr. Speaker and Members of the 
House, I rise to oppose House Joint Resolution 93 in the 
name of peace. We can take it for granted we are all as 
good Americans, inveterate lovers of peace, that we kriow 
that war is a hideous and altogether senseless way of set
tling disputes between nations. We shudder at the mere 
thought of the possibility of another world war, which 
should it befall, would probably spell the end of our civiliza
tion, with dark ages looming ahead. 

We know that even if we should not be involved directly 
in the conflict we should inevitably go down in the resulting 
desolations. So we have always favored all peaceful meas
ures to outlaw war. We have initiated many, and supported 
all proposals for the reduction of armaments, and for the 
multiplication of the means of bringing about amicable set
tlements of disputes between nations. But our very zeal in 
the cause of um versa! peace makes us only too prone to 
grasp at every proposal which at first sight looks big with 
promise, without stopping to analyze it, and to ask whether 
it may not bring upon us the very evils it is designed to 
prevent. 

Such a proposal is the one embodied in the measure now 
before us. Introduced to further the cause of peace, it will. 
in fact, incite to war. Our President during his campaign, 
and he is, as you know, a very facile and clever artificer of 
phrases, when he was making promises that seemed incon
sistent with each other and was called upon to explain how 
these things were to be carried out, used to waive aside the 
objection by saying: "You must not confuse objective with 
method." This is a great phrase. Now, we are all in agree
ment with regard to the objective of the measure before us, 

namely, placing the full strength and power of America in 
the service in the interest of peace. What we differ about 
is the method. We remember that when we entered the 
World War we were told it was a war to put an end to war, 
and many of us fondly believed it. Then came the great 
disillusionment, when the war was over, which should have 
taught us once for all that we may not, by war or by war
like methods, serve the cause of peace. 

Let there be no misunderstanding about the measure now 
before us. It gives the President absolute authority in case 
of any conflict to pick the aggressor nation and proceed 
against it. To pick the aggressor and act against it is a 
hostile and unneutral act that invites reprisals which may 
easily plunge us into war. 

I know it is said by the supporters of this bill that the 
President would do no such thing; that he would move with 
caution; that he would make no mistakes. It seems to be 
the prevailing opinion, at least for the time being, of the 
Members on the left that, as the old saying goes, " the king 
can do no wrong "-the President cannot err; or, as the young 
Fascists in Italy are taught to affirm as part of their creed, 
"Mussolini is always right." This is a dangerous position 
for us to take. I do not want to be misunderstood. There 
is no one in this House on either side of the aisle who for a 
moment would question our President'_s loyalty and patriot
ism or h js single-minded devotion to the welfare of the coun
try. We have all welcomed his energy and swiftness of 
action. For my part I have gladly supported and shall con
tinue to support the President's constructive measures--all 
of them; that is to say, that do not, in my judgment, 
threaten worse evils than those they are introduced to 
remove, or threaten to intensify the existing evils. 

What we object to-and I think rightly-is the prevailing 
assumption, as indicated in the rules you have adopted, that 
all the bills which come from the other end of the A venue 
have in some way sprung, like Minerva, complete and per
fect, from the very head of Jove himself; and we are not 
allowed to make any changes, to add or take· a way a word 
from the sacred text. 

The President himself has left us in no doubt as to his 
purpose should this bill be passed. He has openly expressed 
himself as in favor of taking action against an aggressor 
nation, and that is an unneutral, a hostile act, an act of 
war and not of peace. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BAKEWELL. I yield. 
Mr. BLOOM. Is the gentleman speaking for the Presi:

dent in this respect? 
Mr. BAKEWELL. Just what does the gentleman mean? 
Mr. BLOOM. The statement the gentleman just made. 

In making this statement is he speaking for the President? 
Mr. BAKEWELL. I am quoting a statement of the Pre-si

dent's which appeared in all the newspapers. 
Mr. BLOOM. But the gentleman has not taken that up 

with the President? 
Mr. BAKEWELL. It has never been denied. 
Mr. BLOOM. As far as I am concerned it has never been 

approved. 
Mr. BAKEWELL. The statement was attributed to the 

President, and was printed with quotation marks, as being 
his own words. If the President did not stand for it he 
should have denied it. 

Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman is not speaking for the 
President, is he? . 

Mr. BAKEWELL. I am quoting from the papers and 
from a speech reported as having been made by the Presi
dent. 

Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman does not want to say it 
is a speech, does he? . 

Mr. BAKEWELL. Well, a statement, if you please. Ac
cording to the papers he said, "I have always been in 
favor", and so forth. That is the way the statement began. 
Now, of course, if he was misquoted he should have cor
rected it. 

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BAKEWELL. For a brief question. 
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Mr. MOTT. Has the gentleman information as to 

whether this resolution is a part of the President's pro
gram? 

Mr. BAKEWELL. We have been so informed. 
Mr. FISH. Should not this question be addressed to the 

Democratic side of the House? 
Mr. MOTI'. If I am unable to get an answer from any 

Republican I shall ask the question of the Democratic 
speakers, because I should like to know. I should like to 
know whether this is a part of the administration program 
to the same extent that the .p;ress gag passed by the House, 
but later repudiated by the administration, as not part of 
its program. 

Mr. J.IJ.IARTIN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. BAKEWELL. I am sorry, but I cannot yield further. 
I may say to the gentleman from New York that if this 
is not the President's purpose, the joint resolution should 
be so changed as to make such action impossible. The 
joint resolution, as it reads, gives the President full au
thority to do just this thing, to pick the aggressor nation and 
proceed against it. · 

Furthermore, it puts in advance the seal of congressional 
approval upon any action he may take. In other words, ·it 
is one more abdication of power on the part of Congress, 
one more instance of the surrender of its rights and the 
shirking of its responsibilities; for the Constitution lays 
upon Congress, and upon Congress alone, sole responsibility 
for making war. 

It is notoriously difficult, even with the calm judgment 
that comes in the perspective of time, to pick, in a given 
war, the aggressor nation. The right is rarely, if ever, all on 
one side, the wrong·all on the other. It is true that by the 
Treaty of Versailles Germany was forced on her knees to 
accept full guilt for the World War. No German believed 
that. And who knows to what extent resentment over that 
forced admission is responsible for the rise of Hitlerism in 
Germany and for the rattling of the saber which is now 
heard on the farther side of the Rhine. 

In modern times no nation engaged in war admits that 
it is the aggressor. How then can we sit in judgment and 
declare anyone to be the aggressor without arousing last
ing and menacing enmity? It is hard enough even for 
individua,ls to meet in mutual understanding; harder still 
for great sections of our country, whose interests are di
verse, to see eye to eye; hard, as we know, for the agri
cultural West to place itself at the angle of vision of the 
industrial East, and for the industrial East to see with the 
eyes of the agricultural West. But as between nations it is 
all but impossible to reach such mutual understanding. 

Mr. THOM. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BAKEWELL. I yield for a question. 
Mr. THOM. In the recent consideration of the Japanese

Chinese situation, how many nations voted Japan the 
wrongdoer? 

Mr. BAKEWELL. It is impossible to answer that ques
tion without going into considerable discussion as to political 
complications that d.eveloped with the smaller powers in 
Europe with respect to their private interests; and if we were 
to take that up it would consume all my time. I should 
like to discuss that matter with the gentleman if I had the 
time. 

Mr. THOM. Is it not true that all of the nations joined 
in the condemnation of Japan; and my recollection is that 
one nation did not vote, and that was Siam. 

Mr. BAKEWELL. Of course, that makes no difference 
whatever. 

Mr. THOM. That meets the gentleman's argument that 
there can be no universal judgment with respect to any 
one nation. 

Mr. BAKEWELL. That does not make it universal. 
Furthermore, as anyone can see who will look into the 
bictory of that discussion, political questions entered in; 
and these little nations were protecting themselves, and 
they thought that by punishing Japan they would be estab-
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lishing their own positions more securely. But that is aside 
from the point. It may be said, however, as you are saying, 
that there is in existence a body which can pick the aggres
sor, that the League of Nations has, in fact, declared Japan 
the aggressor in the conflict with China, and all we have 
to do is to follow that lead. It is evident that this would 
merely mean that we should be virtually joining the League 
of Nations, and precisely in that part of it which is most 
repugnant to the American people, namely, the enforcement 
of the war sanctions of articles X and XVI of the Covenant. 
It was because of objections to these sections that we re
fused to go into the League. 

Mr. THOM. Will th£ gentleman yield further? 
Mr. BAKEWELL. For a question only, and not for any 

argument, because I have not the time. 
Mr. THOM. If it is the universal verdict of the nations 

of the world that one country is the aggressor, and if it 
is the universal verdict of those nations to apply an embargo 
on arms, what would the gentleman have the United 
States do? 

Mr. BAKEWELL. Keep out of it entirely. [Applause.] 
It is enough that the one nation against whom this is 
directed is sure that it is not the aggressor, and would be 
declared by such action the aggressor. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SIROVICH). The time 
of the gentleman from Connecticut has expired. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 2 min
utes more. 

Mr. BAKEWELL. In any event, it is certain that if we 
should, whether alone or conjointly with the League, declare 
one nation the aggressor, and lay an embargo against it, 
we should be committing a hostile and an unneutral act, 
an act . of war and not of peace. 

The recognized authorities on international law are in 
agreement on this point. If you will read the statement 
made by Professor Borchard and by Mr. Moore, recognized 
the world over as the leading authority on international 
law, you will have no doubt as to the real significance and 
the hidden menace of the proposal before us. The menace is 
clear, and what are the gains to be expected? 

It is admitted on all sides that to prevent the export of 
arms and munitions of war would be altogether futile unless 
all the important munition-making countries joined in the 
embargo. It is, however, rarely recognized how small and 
insignificant a part is played in most cases by the actual 
shipment of munitions to a nation at war. 

Let me illustrate by the case of Japan, and give a few 
figures. Last year the total value of the exports of the 
United States in arms and munitions amounted to $1,700,000. 
Of this shipment a negligible amount went to Japan. But 
during the same year Japan purchased from us $100,000,000 
worth of the makings of munitions. 
. Mr. BLOOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BAKEWELL. I have not the time. 
Of the 46,000,000 pounds of lead that we exported, 40,000,-

000, or 90 percent, went to Japan alone. Does anyone sup
pose that this was for the purpose of putting a new plumb
ing system in the palace of the Emperor? The destination 
of that lead was bullets. During the same year Japan was 
our greatest purchaser of cotton, buying nearly a million 
more bales than were purchased by Great Britain, although 
she has less than one sixth as many spindles. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 2 more 

minutes. 
Mr. BAKEWELL. Is it not clear that the destination of · 

that surplus cotton was dynamite, gunpowder, nitroglycerin, 
TNT, and other explosives for use in war? Furthermore, an 
important factor for a nation at war is the maintenance of 
the sinews of war; that is, cash and credits. This Japan 
has been doing by inundating America with goods manufac
tured in long hours of labor, at low wages, and those paid 
in a greatly depreciated currency. If we really wish the 
purpose of this bill to be accomplished, we should cut off all 
traffic relations with the aggressor nation. 
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If all nations should join in such procedure, the result 

would no doubt be effective, although still a violation of neu
trality. The only way to avoid such violation would be to 
cut off all traffic relations with both belligerents. This 
would, indeed, be equal in law, but unfortunately not in fact, 
for it would, in effect, be favoring the strong and well
prepared nation at the expense of the weak. So whichever 
way we turn there is trouble ahead. 

America's greatest power for peace comes from her strict 
neutrality and from her refusal to sit in judgment on the 
disputes of other nations. Let us not lightly surrender this 
power only to set our feet on the pathway that leads to 
hatred and to war. The strength of the. Kellogg pact lay 
precisely in the fact that it had no teeth. 

If war is to be prevented, it is by the encouragement of 
the will to peace, and this can come only through the culti
vation of mutual understanding. It is with nations as with 
individuals. If they meet in understanding, the result is 
friendship and peace. If they meet with suspicion and dis
trust, the result is fear; the end of fear is hate and the end 
of hate is war. Let us rather follow the advice of Wash
ington, given in his immortal address: 

Preserve good faith and justice toward all nations, cultivate 
peace and harmony with all. • • • It will be worthy of a 
free , enlightened, and at no distant period a great nation to give 
mankind the magnanimous and too novel example of a people 
always guided by an exalted justice and benevolence. 

This was and is and always will be the only sure pathway 
to permanent peace. 

[Excerpts f.rom statement by Professor Borchard] 
But in either case the permission or prohibition must, in order 

to be defensible in international law, apply to all the countries 
at war, and not to some of them. Itnpartiality is the keynote of 
neutrality (Oppenheim, 4th ed. 563). If some only could be 
selected either for the permission or prohibition, neutrality would 
at once be violated and the country discriminated against would 
have a legitimate casus belll. The discrimination is an unfriendly 
and hostile act of greatest significance, and against a strong 
power might very readily be a prelude to war. It is, indeed, a 
warltke act, if not itself an act of war. It is as dangerous as the 
boycott which some Americans urged against Japan in the spring 
of 1932, but which Congress and the country wisely rejected. It 
is in fact a boycott of a special kind. It can, moreover, hardly be 
applied by governmental action without breach of the usual com
mercial treaty, if any, concluded with the country against which 
it is applied. 

The President is thus given the power to make an alliance and a 
treaty for hostile action against a third state or states, without 
consultation with, and hence without the consent of, Congress. 
Such power, even in time of war, was refused to the last Demo
cratic President. Now, in time of peace, without any restrictions 
or limitations, it is proposed to confer it upon the occupant of 
the Presidential office. 

As already observed, the resolution contemplates a hostile act 
which empowers the President to breach our commercial treaties, 
violate and impair the neutrality of the United States-perhaps 
its most valuable asset and safeguard-and take a step which 
every self-respecting belligerent would probably regard as a casus 
bell!. It amounts to a declaration of war against the country 
singled out for the application of the embargo. 

It is said, however, in the official memorandum submitted in 
its support that the existing embargo power, in cases of domestic 
violence on the American continent and in China, has been em
ployed "with great effect and negligible friction." One may re
spectfully venture to doubt this conclusion. As in the case of 
Braz11 in 1930, the embargo was employed against the revolution
ary party who the next day took over the seat of government. 
The unneutral act involved produced serious criticism. Contrary 
to a common assumption, there is no duty upon the United States 
to stop a revolution abroad any more than it was the duty of 
Russia or Spain to stop the American Revolution. To undertake 
such a function , indeed, is a breach of neutrality, and hence 
illegal as a matter of international law. It involves inter
vention in the affairs of a foreign country and has already in
curred for the United States distrust on the American Continent. 
It enables the administration to play favorites abroad, interfere 
when it should not interfere. and thus forfeit that impartiality 
and neutrality which is the keystone of foreign respect. The 
interfering partisan often invites and enlists the hatred and con
tempt of both sides, and experience might indicate that the 
Government is as likely to be mistaken as it is to be correct in 
estimating the merits of a foreign controversy, even if such judg
ments were possible and even if it were deemed an American duty 
to be a judge. 

It seems strange that Senators who were not willing to have 
the United States join the League of Nations, where the United 
States would be but one of many powers and where action µnder 
al'ticle · 16 could be taken only by unanimity, should be willing to 

pertnit the President. on his own unreviewable election, to join 
With one or more powers of the League to do that which article 
16 safeguards by the requirement of unanimity. 

[Excerpts from statement of Mr. George Bassett Moore] 
It will soon be 20 years since the outbreak in Europe of what 

eventually became known as the "World War." Following that 
UD!ortunate event there developed, in the ordinary course of 
thmgs, a war madness, manifested in the exaltation of force and 
t~e belittling of the enduring legal and moral obligations ~hich 
lle at the foundation of civilized life. Peaceful processes fell into 
disrepute. We be6an to hear of the " war to end war "; and 
pacifists, enamored of this shibboleth, espoused the shallow creed 
that international peace could tiest be assured by the use of force 
or threats of force. We were told that preexisting international 
law had suddenly become obsolete, and that the world had entered 
upon a new era in which the general tranquillity was to be main
tained by "sanctions", by boycotts, and by war. But the final 
stage was reached in the spawning of the notion, now rampant, 
that peoples may with force and arms exterminate one another 
without breach of the peace, so long as they do not call it war. 
This may appropriately be called the stage of bedlam. In all this, 
however, students of history will find nothing new. The develop
ment of such manias normally characterizes the progress of a 
great war, just as their decline marks the return to sanity. 

To the final stage to which I have referred belongs the supposi
tion that the law of neutrality no longer exists, and that in future 
there will be no more neutrals. It is on this theory that the pro
posed resolution is essentially based. It is true that the resolu
tion does not in terms say so; and it is equally true that less is 
just now said about this phase of the subject than was said not 
long ago. But it is only on this theory that the sweeping terms 
of the resolution can be defended. 

As a lifelong student and administrator of international law, I 
do not hesitate to declare the supposition that neutrality is a 
thing of the past to be unsound in theory and false in fact. There 
is not in the world today a single government that is acting upon 
such a supposition. 

From the elementary principles of international law above set 
forth it necessarily follows that, if a government bans the ship
ment of arms and munitions of war to one of the parties to an 
armed confiict and permits it to the other, it intervenes in the 
confiict in a military sense and makes itself a party to the war, 
whether declared or undeclared. 

The pending resolution is, I do not hesitate to affirm, opposed 
to the settled policy and the highest interests of the United 
States and also to the provisions of our Federal Constitution. If 
adopted, it would enable the President (1) to make international 
engagements .of the most far-reaching kind at his will, without 
the advice and consent of the Senate, and (2) to carry us into 
war without the prerequisite constitutional declaration of war by 
Congress. Perhaps it may be answered that by the proposed reso
lution the Senate would voluntarily abdicate its constitutional 
powers regarding international engagements, and that the Con
gress would likewise abdicate its constitutional powers regarding 
the declaration of war. This argument might be accepted if the 
Senate and the Congress could constitutionally divest themselves 
of their constitutional powers and commit everything to the 
Executive. But, as they were unwilling to do this during the so
called "World War", when it was proposed to give the President 
complete dictatorial powers, I can only suppose that the present 
extraordinary agitation is due to the misleading and somewhat 
deafening clamor of those who, in the name of peace, would con
fer upon the President an unlimited right to engage in hostilities. 
I refrain from saying an unlimited right to make war only out 
of deference to the profound and learned authorities who assure 
us that war can be abolished either by calling it peace or by re
fraining from calling it war. This is, I may remark, a favorite 
notion with those who demand that the Kellogg Pact shall be 
equipped with "teeth" in order that it may masticate alleged 
"aggressors" and otherwise benignantly bite and gnaw its way 
to universal peace and concord. Unfortunately, there are many 
who appear to have been infected with these confused notions, 
which have been so industriously propagated in the United States. 
But, judged by the course of the principal members of the League 
of Nations during the past 10 years, and by their attitude toward 
the hostilities lately · in progress in the Far East and elsewhere, 
such notions appear never to have had any real charm for the 
responsible authorities of the countries which would have been 
required to make the chief sacrifices in blood, in treasure, and in 
tears. To say this is not to impeach their wisdom or their sin
cerity. It may merely indicate that, having had enough of war, 
they long for real peace and an opportunity to recuperate. 

Should the proposed measure become a law, no gift of prophesy 
is required to foretell what will follow. Groups moved by interest, 
or swayed, consciously or unconsciously, by propaganda, will clamor 
at the White House and at the Department of State for the un
neutral application of the ban in favor of those whom they like or 
approve and against those whom they dislike or disapprove. We 
are assured that we may trust our authorities to resist such im
portunities, and to refrain from doing things that would involve 
the country in trouble. In other words, we are told that our au
thorities may be relied upon to refuse to exercise the powers so 
sweepingly conferred upon them. This is indeed a singular argu
ment. Couched in the language of irresponsibility, it is not only 
.self-stultifying but also unjust. The burdens and cares resting, 
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especiaiiy at the present juncture, upon those who_ administer c:iur 
affairs, are already .grave and harassing enough without 1mposmg 
upon them the pastime of playing with war. Within the terms of 
the pending resolution, our Government would be asked to set 
itself up in rash and arrogant judgment upon the acts of other 
nations and on the merits of their conflicts, with a view to give or 
to permit military aid to one as against another. Before commit
ting ourselves to this presumptuous program, spun of the wild and 
fiimsy fantasy that, when nations fall out and fight, the question 
of the "aggressor'', which still baffles students even ?f ancient 
wars, lies upon the surface of things, and may be readily, safely, 
and justly determined by outsiders, of whose freedom from indi
vidual interest or bias there is no guaranty, we should reflect upon 
the fact that, had such a notion heretofore prevailed, we might, 
and in all probability, should ourselves have been the victim of it. 
As a marshaling of all the incidents would unduly prolong this 
letter, I will call attention to only two. 

During our Civil War we were more than once menaced with the 
possibility of intervention, and, had it taken place, no one can say 
how fateful would have been the consequences. But, as an Amer
ican, I share with my fellow countrymen, as members of a great 
and united people, the universal sense that it is well that we were 
not permanently divided. 

On April 6, 1898, there assembled at the White House the diplo
matic representatives of six great European powers, who made in 
behalf of their Governments what was called "a pressing appeal to 
the feelings of humanity and moderation of the President and of 
the American people in their existing differences with Spain." 
We need not question the motives of the Governments by which 
this remonstrance against our armed intervention was made. 
The President of the United States did not question their motives 
in his answer; but, with the conscious dignity that became him
self as well as his great office, he expressed the confident expecta
tion that the remonstrating powers would equally appreciate the 
effort of the United States "to fulfill a duty to humanity by 
ending a situation the indefinite prolongation of which had be
come insufferable." Two weeks later the Congress of the United 
States adopted a resolution under which the Government inter
vened with arms. The Governments that had remonstrated against 
this step evidently did not regard Spain as the aggressor in the 
unhappy controversy between that country and the United States. 
The implication was clearly and directly to the contrary; and, 
according to the theory on which the pending resolution rests, 
the remonstrants, when the United States forcibly intervened, 
might appropriately have declared an embargo upon the shipment 
of arms and munitions to this country while continuing to supply 
Spain with the implements of war. All this might, on the new 
theory, have been done in the name of peace, and if the United 
States had exhibited resentment, this might have been treated 
only as further proof of its mal-evolent and aggressive disposition. 
It is better to reflect on such things while the opportunity still 
exists. It would be inexcusably short-sighted to assume that what 
bas happened before will never happen again. We might also 
remember that our war for independence was treated by the great 
majority of powers merely as an act of rebellion against lawful 
authority. We waged the War of 1812 in support of disputed 
claims of national right. Many of our own people, including 
General Grant, have condemned our War with Mexico as an unjust 
aggression; but I am not aware that any of them has taken the 
ground that the general interest or the cause of peace would have 
been advanced if the powers of the world, some of which were not 
then themselves above suspicion, had combined their forces to 
oppose or to crush us. 

If the real purpose back of the pending resolution is simply to 
prevent the United States from furnishing implements of war to 
those who are engaged in armed strife, this may readily be done 
by providing for a comprehensive, nonpartisan embargo on the 
shipment of arms to all countries engaged in armed strife, whether 
international or civil. Such an embargo would naturally be 
announced and imposed by public proclamation. Of this no 
foreign power could complain. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. BLACK]. 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I thought the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. FrsHJ was taking an unfair advantage of 
the Democrats when he introduced the last speaker as Pro
f essor BAKEWELL. In my own way I did a little research 
work on the question, and I find that the professor is really 
entitled to the designation of professor of munitions, be
cause he comes from the leading munitions district in Con
necticut. 

I am greatly disturbed about my friend McFADDEN. He 
seems to be seeing international ghosts in everything. I 
just telephoned the clerk of my Committee on Claims to be 
very careful about these private relief bills that are on file 
there, to see ·to it that no international vipers or statesmen 
want any of these private relief bills that we have in that 
committee. 

My friend Mr. FISH made a tactical error with me in re
spect to this bill. I originally thought that I would be 
against the bill, but Mr. FISH kept after me to read the mi-

nority report, and I read the minority report, and now I 
have to speak for the bill. [Laughter.] He tried a rather 
inadequate form of bribery upon me yesterday. He asked 
me how much time I was getting from Mr. McREYNOLDS, 
and I replied 5 minutes. He then said he would give me 
10 minutes. If he had only said 15 minutes, I do not know 
what I would say today on this bill, because it seems to me 
that you can be equally illogical in arguing on either side 
of the bill. Our Democratic friends insist in their report 
in playing up Mr. Stimson and Mr. Hoover. If there was 
anything that determined the American people in the last 
campaign, it was the foreign policy of Mr. Stimson and Mr. 
Hoover: 

I think hereafter that the less we say about Stimson and 
Hoover in Democratic reports the better off we will be. Why 
the Republicans have chosen an international issue to break 
with the President is beyond me, because if they fell down 
in anything it was in their conduct of international affairs. 
Their argument on this bill is that it has a tendency to 
make us violate neutrality. In another Republican adminis
tration we declared war, but we did not mean anything. 
We declared war against war, that we would be the cham
pions of peace, and always be against war. There was a 
great war on against war. That was the purpose of the 
Kellogg Pact, for which they claim so much credit, and 
when we adopted the Kellogg Pact we immediately scrapped 
all our traditional policies concerning neutrality, because 
we bolli--id ourselves there and then always to be against war, 
always to be against the aggressor nation, but now they 
come and say to us that the Kellogg Pact was a great thing, 
a declaration of policy, but it really did not mean anything, 
because there was no way of finding the aggressor nation, 
which, of course, to the logical mind, if any exists now in 
the Nation, is utterly ridiculous. 

I am for this bill really because it shows that we are do
ing something in this war against war, that means some
thing. We are actually sanctioning the Kellogg Pact. I did 
not believe in it. It did not seem to me to be of much use. 
because no declaration of policy, no written words without 
sanction behind them have ever meant anything to me, and 
the Kellogg Pact never meant anything because it had noth
ing in the way of sanction. Talk about this resolution driv
ing us into war. If anything could drag us into war it was 
the Kellogg Pact. We left ourselves wide open. Countries 
are always at war or about to go to war. Every movement 
in international relations, every peace conference, every 
huddle of diplomats in Geneva or anywhere else, is not a 
peace movement; it is always a war movement. There is 
danger of war breaking out any minute, and to my mind this 
bill is a step in preparedness, if anything. It is that kind 
of preparedness that will keep us out of war. 

We have inherited a very bad international situation. 
Back in 1922 we entered the disarmament conference. We 
scrapped our ships as a gesture toward peace, and by virtue 
of the disarmament conference we immediately became abso
lutely involved in the Asiatic affairs, for we took the lead in 
bringing about the 9-power pact. Good old 9-power pact. 
It has been completely forgotten in the present Asiatic 
situation. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLACK. I cannot yield just now, but I will yield to 

the gentleman before the Claims Committee. 
We scrapped our fleet in 1922 as a gesture toward peace, 

and we involved ourselves absolutely in every question con
cerning Asia. When the Japs marched into Manchuria, 
Stimson sat around a while, and all of a sudden somebody 
down in the State Department said, "Why, Mr. Secretary, 
these Japs are violating the 9-power pact. You ought to 
do something about it." He wrote a long note and he gave 
it to the press, protesting about what the Japs were doing. 
The Japs were a little bit more polite to Stimson than the 
Corinthians were to St. Paul, because in the course of time 
they wrote Harry and said, "Your note received and prop
erly filed." That was the end of that protest. But just 
the same the American people, after the Secretary of State 
had protested against the Japanese violation of the 9-power 
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pact, were left in a highly deplorable condition in their 
international affairs, because plainly and very obviously 
and without any argument the Japanese had violated a 
solemn treaty with the United States, and we had in 1922, in 
return for that solemn treaty, scrapped our magnificent 
fighting fleet. What he should have done, plainly what 
Stimson should have done, was to call all the signing powers 
who attached their seals to the 9-power pact into con
ference and protest as a unit of signing powers against the 
Japanese invasion; but he did not do that. He went off 
on his own and he wrote these notes that have been for
gotten by everybody but Stimson and myself. [Laughter.] 

Nations will go to war. Economic pressure will force na
tions to go to war. Anybody who has taken even a cursory 
glance at the Japanese situation knows that all the notes 
from Stimson or anybody else will not keep the Japanese out 
of Manchuria. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Mc
GuGrNl said something about a red herring in this bill. 
That is the trouble with the Japanese situation. It is 
largely a hen-ing situation. The Japanese are tired of liv
ing on dried herring, dried fish. There is not enough dried 
fish to go around, and by force of economics they have been 
forced to make this move, no matter how many 9-power 
pacts are created. There is no stronger force, to my mind, 
than economic pressure, except possibly what order comes 
from Tammany Hall now and then, and they are pretty 
strong. [Laughter.] 

We can have war with or without this resolution. I do 
not entirely disagree with these gentlemen that the opera
tion of this resolution may not mean war. It may mean 
war, but I believe it may mean the other thing, that when 
war is pending, and when we are threatened and our future 
is to be determined by something that is happening else
where, we can step in and by the mere denial to one coun
try of munitions we may absolutely affect our own destiny 
and keep ourselves out of a great conflagration. I think it is 
a very sensible and practical proposition. Some people are 
talking about the Constitution in this matter. Other coun
tries do not read article so-and-so of the Constitution. The 
Republicans do not have any need for JIM BECK on this con
stitutional argument, because McGuGIN has handled that; 
but foreign countries are not going to read article I of the 
Constitution to find out how we declare war. They will 
declare war in their own way. The Constitution is about 
to be the forgotten document. [Laughter and applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. BLACK] has expired. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 additional 
minutes to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLACK. No; I cannot yield. 
Only two people believe there is a Constitution, anyway. 

One of them is not JIM BECK. 
My friend the gentleman from Texas, Mr. DIES, said what 

he would do in the present emergency. What I would do 
in this emergency is this: Plainly do the equitable and 
honest thing that the Republicans did not do-if we make 
any gesture in the Asiatic situation, it ought to be a gesture 
of good faith. We should immediately withdraw our extra
territorial courts from China. We have promised to do it. 
It would be a real recognition of the Chinese Government. 
It would give them a ·real standing before their own people 
and before the world, and it would be in the interest of 
economy. Even though the President gets this power, I do 
not think he should exercise it now in this Japanese-Chinese 
situation, but the right thing to do is what the Republicans 
did not do-and that is to keep faith with the Chinese as 
a separate entity and withdraw our extraterritorial courts. 
What is the use of our talking about the Japanese invading 
China when we have done it ourselves? We have not done 
it with marines and armies, but we have done it with courts 
and lawyers; and if you know anything worse than an in
vasion of lawyers, I do not know what it is. [Laughter and 
applause. I 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLACK. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. I notice in the report of the committee 
it says: 

The present administration is very anxious that this bill be 
passed, feeling that it will be a great advancement toward the 
establishment of peace, whether used or not. 

Mr. BLACK. The President agrees with me on that. 
[Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Why does not this resolution go all the 
way if we are going into the question at all? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has again expired. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself sufficient 
time to read a letter that I have received. The question has 
been asked as to whether or not the administration is behind 
this bill. I want to read this letter of April 5, 1933: 

APRIL 5, 1933. 
MY DEAR MR. MCREYNOLDS: I have given careful consideration 

to House Joint Resolution 93, and I am strongly of the opinion 
that this legislation should be enacted. I should greatly appre
ciate it, therefore, if you could find it possible to urge favorable 
action on this resolution. I hope that you will be able to succeed 
in having it passed in the form in which it was reported out of 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs and without the amendment 
which was introduced in the House when this legislation was being 
considered on the recommendation of the last administration-an 
amendment which would weaken its force and narrow its appli
cability. 

The authority, which the passage of this resolution would confer 
upon the Executive, would be exercised by any Chief Magistrate 
of the United States to the sole end of maintaining the peace of 
the world and with a due and prudent regard for our national 
policies and national interests. The special circumstances of each 
particular case which may arise would dictate what action, if any, 
would be taken in that case, but the authority to act on terms of 
equality in cooperation with other governments when the occasion 
arises should be left to the discretion of the executive branch of 
the Government, which is charged, under the Constitution, with 
the conduct of our foreign relations. In justice to the firm con
victions of the American people and to its own dignity, this Gov
ernment should no longer be left in the position of being unable 
to join the other governments of the world in preventing the 
supply of arms and munitions for use in an international conflict 
when it is exercising its diplomacy and the whole weight of our 
national influence and prestige to prevent or put an end to that 
conflict. The enactment of this legislation would strengthen the 
poi:.1tion of this Government in its international relations and 
would enable us to cooperate more efficiently in efforts to ma1nta1n 
the peace of the world. 

I am writing to Senator PrrrMAN asking him to support thls 
legislation in the Senate. 

Sincerely yours, 
CORDELL HULL. 

This is approved by the administration. 
Mr. McFADDEN" Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. I yield. 
Mr. McFADDEN. My recollection is that this letter was 

written on the heels of a call of the British Ambassador to 
the Department of State at the time he was conveying a 
message from the British Government on the question of 
embargo on arms. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. The gentleman seems to be having 
visions these days and they seem to be running in circles. 
If there is anything progressive that he stands for, or if he 
stands for the best interests of his country, I have been 
unable to learn it from him recently. 

Mr. McFADDEN. My knowledge comes from the reports 
that have been made. 

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from Ten
nessee yield for a question? 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle

man from Oregon to propound a question. 
Mr. MOTT. Can the gentleman from Tennessee inform 

us whether this resolution is a part of the President's 
program? 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Had the gentleman listened to the 
reading of the letter and to my statement that it had been 
approved by the President, he would realize ·that that an
swered his useless question. 

Mr. MOTT. The gentleman from Oregon listened to the 
reading of the letter of the Secretary of State, and the 
gentleman from Oregon listened also to the statement of 
the chairman of the committee which reported out what 
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has since been referred to as the" press gag bill", which was 
passed by this House with only 29 votes against it. We were 
told by the chairman of that committee that the adminis
tration approved that bill, that the President approved it; 
yet, immediately after it was passed by the House, both the 
Secretary of State and the President repudiated it. 

The gentleman from Tennessee has answered my question 
directly, I think. He has said this is a part of the Presi
dent's program. I thank him for the information. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. I read the letter for the gentleman's 
special benefit. . 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle
man from Minnesota [Mr. SHOEMAKER]. 

Mr. SHOEMAKER. Mr. Speaker, I am not here taking 
sides with either of the major parties of the House. I hap
pen to be one of the few Farmer-Laborites here. 

It was not many years ago since we had a war to do away 
with war; and it was not so many years ago that we elected 
a President because he kept us out of war. 

The people of this country have voted for peace on several 
different occasions. We have made efforts to join the League 
of Nations, or the "League of Notions", and some other 
things that would involve us in international trouble. Every 
time the American people have had a chance to speak on 
this question they have spoken and spoken emphatically. I 
should think we had had just about enough of foreign en
tanglements, the thing George Washington advised us, in 
his final address, to stay away from. I may be absolutely 
mistaken and almost as visionary as my friend from Penn
sylvania [Mr. McFADDEN], but to me this looks like nothing 
more nor less than a hurry-up, very cleverly written plan by 
which the United States of America can sneak int.a the 
back door and the trapdoor of the League of Nations. Let
ters are being sent us by the League of Nations Association, 
Inc .. of the United States, being sent to Members of Con
gress asking them to get behind this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I ask unanimous consent to 
incorporate this letter in my remarks. I shall not take the 
time to read it. 

Mr. MCREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
Mr. SHOEMAKER. Then, Mr. ~peaker, I shall read the 

letter. The letter reads as follows: 
APRIL 6, 1933. 

Hon. HAMILTON F'IsH, JR., 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR MR. FISH: I have recently been in touch with all the 43 
congressional districts in New York State, and especially the 23% 
in New York City. I want to tell you with what wide-spread inter
est and approval the action of the Foreign Aft'airs Committee of 
the House of Representatives, in reporting out the arms embargo 
blll (H.J.Res. 93), has been received. 

You will shortly hear from our members in your Twenty-sixth 
Congressional District, who look to you with hope and confidence 
for a favorable vote upon this blll that carries with it such vital 
national and world implications. 

We of the political committee of the League of Nations Associa
tion are followtng in careful detail the plans of the opposition 
to this blll. We know just what a legalistic barrage ls being la.id 
down, and how telling some of its sophistries are. We ask you to 
look through this murkiness of thought and consider the impli
cations of this crisis and its effect upon our own economic 
recovery. · 

Appalling ineffectiveness has resulted from the uncertain part 
that the United States has played in helping to keep the peace 
of the world. The north star by which we can guide our course 
is that of international cooperation. The machinery for peace 
and understanding must be maintained. This arms-embargo 
measure, we believe, after careful consideration, will have a co
operative and stabilizing effect. Such power in our Chief Execu
tive's hands will give this Nation a new dignity and moral 
standing. 

Yours with sincere regard, 
IlARRIET B. LAIDLA w, 

Chairman New York Political Committee and 
Vice Chairman National Political Committee. 

In my judgment, this is just another one of these attempts 
to sideswipe us, brush us off our feet, and sweeps us into an 
international tangle that is going to cause another war. 

I for one am not in favor of giving anyone such power. 
Congress, and Congress only, has the power to declare war. 
If this Congress, if the President of the United States, if the 
State Department, if the people on both sides of this House, 
really desire peace, let them submit a resolution which will 

grant to the President the power, and make it mandatory 
upon him, to refuse to sell munitions of war, to place an 
embargo upon the sale of munitions of war to any warring 
nation throughout the entire world. I would support such 
a resolution. If you are sincere, follow this suggestion, for 
it will benefit the cause of peace throughout the world and 
will place the United States in a position where it can main
tain strict neutrality and not bet on the wrong horse as we 
did several years ago. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I · yield 2 additional minutes to 

the gentleman from Minnesota. 
Mr. LANZETTA. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SHOEMAKER. I yield. 
Mr. LANZETI'A. Would not this policy leave the weaker 

nation at the mercy of the stronger nation? 
Mr. SHOEMAKER. I do not see why we should give any

one the pawer to shed more American blood to decide some 
foreign issue, a thing which would further increase our 
burden of debt. 

Mr. LANZETI'A. The gentleman is begging the question. 
l: am asking him if this policy would not leave the weaker 
nation at the mercy of the stronger nation? 

Mr. SHOEMAKER. Unquestionably. From the dawn of 
history the weaker nation has been at the mercy of the 
stronger nation. 'we should stay away from these foreign 
entanglements. Once we were one of the weaker nations 
and we were warned at that time not to enter into them. 

Mr. LANZETTA. Does the gentleman want that situa
tion to continue, that the weaker nation shall be at the 
mercy of the stronger nation? 

Mr. SHOEMAKER. Do I want it to continue? 
Mr. LANZETTA. Yes. 
Mr. SHOEMAKER. There is no way of stopping .it. 

There is no way of knowing who is going to be the weaker 
nation when we hear threats of war. 

Mr. LANZETTA. There is a way of stopping it. 
Mr. SHOEMAKER. Germany was not the weaker nation 

in 1914. She is today. 
Mr. LANZETTA. There might be a way of stopping it by 

having all the strong governments decide as to whether or 
not one nation is the aggressor. 

Mr. SHOEMAKER. That is just another " League of No
tions." It has never worked all down through history, and 
throughout the relationships of one country with another. 

We passed a measure the other day the viciousness of 
which I saw the minute I read it. There were only 29 votes 
cast against it, the press gag law. After the press of the 
country came out showing what this measure really was, 
we found the administration repudiating it, yet . we were 
told that the administration was back of it and that the 
President was back of it. After it was passed by the House 
we found it repudiated by the White House. It was an 
orphan. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 minutes to the gentle

man from Pennsylvania [Mr. BECK]. 

Mr. BECK. Mr. Speaker, I wish, indeed, there were ample 
time to discuss so fateful a measure as the one now under 
consideration. It seeks to vest in the President of the United 
States, to a large extent, the supreme issues of war and 
peace, for with this power his ability to implicate us in any 
war in any part of the world seems reasonably clear; and it 
is a fact, and perhaps I am now uttering an unconscious 
prophecy, that if this should become a law and a continuing 
policy of the Government, children yet unborn may rue with 
their blood the consequences of vesting any such power in 
one man, even though he be the President of the United 
States. 

Let me begin my modest contribution to this discussion 
with a confession. When this matter was before the Con
gress in the last session and I received letters from a num
ber of my constituents, exceedingly well meaning and high
minded people, asking me to support in principle the idea 
of giving the President the power to impose an embargo, 
I wrote, without adequate consideration of the implications 
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of the proposal, that I was in sympathy with the proposal. 
But there is no inconsistency in my position today, because 
the proposition that I was then favoring differed essentially 
from the proposition that is now before this House, for, as 
I understood the proposition, as to which I was then asked 
to give my support, it favored a power in the President to 
impose an embargo in the event of war or a threatened con
flict upon both or all warring nations, and thus removed the 
United States from the remote implication abandoJodng our 
historic policy of neutrality first formulated by George 
Washington. 

The present proposal, however-and this is the fatal de
fect of this resolution-gives the power to the President in 
case of war in any part of the world or in case of threat
ened outbreak of hostilities, not merely to form an alliance 
with other powers to boycott one or both of the nations 
involved in the conflict, but it adds the dangerous power of 
saying that the President can select which of the two warring 
nations he regards as the aggressor and which this nation 
will favor by allowing munitions of war to be sent by our cit
izens and which it will discriminate against, because he 
does not believe in the righteousness of its cause, or for 
political reasons of a more general character. 

Mr. BLOOM. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BECK. I can not yield at this time. Later I will, 

with pleasure. 
Mr. BLOOM. I should like to inject just one point at this 

time. 
Mr. BECK. I should like to develop my line of argument, 

and my time is very limited. 
Therefore what you are asked to do is, not to allow the 

Congress, as the great council of the Republic, to determine 
whether the nature of any quarrel between foreign nations 
justifies the Congress in intervening in behalf of either 
power, but it involves the question of vesting in the Presi
dent the power to pass upon the moral equities of any war 
and to discriminate in favor of one nation and against the 
other, and such discrimination is unneutral and is uni
versallv recognized in international law as a casus belli. if 
not war itself. No one can question, certainly, after the 
decision that we obtained in the Alabama Claims, that if we, 
as between, let us say, France and Germany, should decide 
to discriminate in favor of France and against Germany, ·or 
vice versa, that the nation against which we discriminated 
could, at the end of the war, put in a claim for damages 
because of our lack of neutrality, and in default of our pay
ing damages, if it thought it had sufficient power, coerce us 
in the payment of indemnities by act of war. 

Having made one confession that is not much of a con
fession, I · want to make another. 

A great deal has been said with respect to the Constitu
tion in this matter. I believe this resolution does not violate 
the literal text of the Constitution. It does violate its spirit 
because it is destructive of its great purpose, and that was 
that the supreme issues of war and peace should never be 
vested in any man, even if he be the President of the United 
States, but should remain either for the President, in con
junction with the Senate, to pass upon foreign policies 
through treaty relations or the Congress to declare war. 
Therefore it is destructive of the spirit of our form of gov
ernment, and certainly its historic policy of neutrality, but 
I shall not base my argument upon the narrow ground of 
the Constitution. 

I have been, I trust, a diligent student of the Constitution 
for over 50 years. I have written a number of books on the 
subject and I have made innumerable addresses, which I 
have inflicted upon audiences, not only in this country but 
in England and in France. I have always adopted toward it 
what might be called the sacerdotal view of the lawyer, 
namely, that it is an instrument of infallible wisdom that 
by some divine self-executing power could perpetuate itself; 
and now, in my later years, I have awakened to what is to 
me a terrible reality, and that is that the greatest illusion 
of this country is the supposition that any country can be 
long restrained within the limits of a constitution. I might 

have known this if I had only read my Aristotle, for he said, 
2,000 years ago, in his profound study of politics, that if 
the ethos or genius of a people should conflict with its 
written constitution it would be inevitably the written con
stitution that would succumb. 

Therefore, it seems to me-and I hate to state it-that 
for 25 years, obedient to impulses from which we cannot 
escape, our constitutional form of government has been in 
process of dissolution and the process has been immensely 
accelerated in the last 4 years, and notably in the last 
5 weeks. For that no political party is wholly responsible. 
It is simply the fact that you cannot confine a people, 
especially a people with a democratic genius, within the 
limits of any written constitution. 

The subject matter of this resolution admirably illustrates 
this discouraging truth. If there was one thing that the 
framers of the Constitution were agreed upon-and there 
were very few things that they agreed about-it was that in 
creating a powerful chief magistrate, he should not have 
the power to pledge the faith and money and blood of the 
American people in any foreign war, or indeed in any 
foreign relations, that in any way limited the proud inde
pendence of this country to do whatever it pleased in any 
given contingency. 

Therefore, they said that the President should not ap
point any diplomatic representative in foreign nations unless 
the Senate concurred in his selection. We know how much 
of a dead letter that has become, because for years past the 
President has sent ambassadors at large to all Europe, and 
indeed to all the world, whose appointments the Senate 
has never consented to or even been consulted about. 

The Constitution said in the second place that no treaty 
should ever be executed that would pledge the credit and 
the power of this country to any international obligation 
without the consent of two thirds of the Senate. But by 
protocols or understandings or informal engagements, that 
provision of the Constitution is, as I have said, largely a 
dead letter; and the subject matter of this resolution illus
trates it, because it -~nables the Pre¥dent, when there is 
war or a danger of war, to select the nations with which we 
will cooperate in imposing a joint boycott against the power 
we deem the offending power. This means an alliance for 
mutual ends and would soon become an alliance, offensive 
and defensive, in violation of our historic policy of not be
coming a party to such "entangling alliances." Such joint 
boycott could only be a practical intervention in the hostili
ties by a military alliance of neutral nations. You can call 
it what you please, but such an agreement to boycott would 
be a military alliance of outside parties against one of the 
two warring nations. 

How completely the Constitution has failed in many im
portant respects to carry out the wise limitations of the 
Fathers is further shown by the fact that while the Con
stitution forbids a President to declare war, and only Con
gress, as the great council of the Republic, can. after care
ful deliberation, declare war, and such declaration is its 
sole responsibility; yet we all know, and this resolution 
is an illustration of the fact, that the President can take 
steps that will inevitably mean, not theoretically, but prac
tically, the entrance of this Nation into war, as long as 
the psychosis of any people is to follow blindly what may 
be the impulsive and prejudiced act of a President. There
fore you are giving to the President-and I do not say this 
President, but any President-this vast power. No such 
power would ever have been given to· the Father of his 
Country. It was denied to President Wilson in a supreme 
crisis of civilization when Congress refused to authorize him 
to impose an embargo on the exportation of arms. 

You are giving to the President the power to select, as 
between two parties, the guilty and the innocent, to sub
stitute the judgment of one man for the judgment of a 
whoie nation, and when we have done that we have given 
a casus belli, we have subjected this Nation to unlimited 
claims of indemnity; and we cannot complain, having thus 
intervened in the quarrel by giving to one what we withhold 
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from another, if the successful party, if it be strong enough, 
should with its :fleet and navies compel us to pay to the 
uttermost penny. 

Let us realize what that means. Europe is at the moment 
on the edge of a volcano. If it does not break out in the near 
future, it will be on account of its futility and the destruc
tive power which the devilish ingenuity of mechanics and 
chemistry have given to war and the comparative poverty 
of the quarreling nations. Nevertheless, there is unhappily 
only too much evidence at the present moment of an im
minent outbreak in Europe due to the colossal mistakes in 
the Treaty of Versailles-a treaty created when the nations 
were not only sandbagged into insensibility but into a state 
of insanity due to their sufferings, because the Treaty of 
Versailles was the product of an insane psychosis. 

Let me illustrate the possibilities of this proposal by some
thing from history. Five years after the war of 1870, when 
France, the stricken gladiator, was slowly trying to rise to 
his feet, it occurred to the military party in Germany that it 
would be a wise thing to precipitate an immediate second 
war to crush France before she could again become strcmg. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania has expired. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 5 minutes 
more. 

Mr. BECK. Bismarck saw the danger of that. He tipped 
off the intended attack upon prostrate France by giving it 
to Mr. de Blowitz, who was the Paris correspondent of the 
London Times. When it was published England and Russia 
protested, and then, under the cover of those protests, 
Prince Bismarck suppressed Von Moltke and the military 
party. Now, suppose that France, seeing that inevitably 
under the Hitler government Germany will regain her mili
tary power, shall determine that it would take any pretext
and it could have many technical pretexts under the broken 
covenants of this Treaty of Versailles-to commence war 
against Germany and crush her utterly. Suppose, then, 
that Germany makes an alliance with Russia and Italy, and 
that France has an alliance with the nations of the "Little 
Entente", and that England would feel constrained, because 
of its former alliancss, to throw its great naval power into 
the scales in behalf of France. When that time came, if it 
should unhappily come, I do not know who would be Presi
dent of the United States. It might be a man as ambitious 
as Caesar to play a great part in the history of the world. 
He could then simply say, "I will determine whether France 
and her allies or Germany and her allies are in the right 
in this quarrel. I shall invite other neutral nations to join 
with the United States in boycotting France ", if France was 
the off ending party in the eyes of the President, or Ger .. 
many, if he regarded Germany as the aggressor. Does .any
one question that would be an intervention, a deliberate and 
unneutral intervention, in favor of one group of powers and 
against the other? 

Prof. John Bassett Moore, the most eminent authority on 
international law now living, so says. I listened with pleas
ure, and I may say admiration, to the speech that was 
made yesterday by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. WEsTJ. It 
was forceful, clear, and worthy of the best traditions of the 
House, but I was amazed when I heard the gentleman, com
paratively a young man, himself a professor of international 
law, say that John Bassett Moore's Views on international 
law had, as he said, " crystalized ", by which I imagine 
he meant "fossilized", 25 years ago in 1907. The intima
tion was that John Bassett Moore had learned nothing 
since 1907, and yet there is no chancellery in the world 
that would not today greatly value the opinion of John 
Bassett Moore. John Bassett Moore, in a letter to Mr. FrsH, 
that is in the minority report, has said most clearly that 
any such discrimination is not only unneutral, but a casus 
belli, and would, if we were thus discriminating against a 
nation of strength comparable to our own, lead us t.o war, 
either then, or at some later date, when the party thus 
discriminated against had won its victory and turned upon 
us to compel us to pay dam.ages for our unneutral act. 

Let me quot.e his language as that of a master in interna
tional law: 

Neutrality in the legal sense impresses not only impartiality, 
but also abstention from participation in the conflict. The pro
hibition of the neutral government itself to supply arms and 
munitions of war 1s based upon the unquestionable fact that the 
supplying of such articles to a fighting force 1s a dlrect contribu
tion to its military resources, and as such is a participation in 
the war; and if a government does this, it virtually commits 
an act of war. If it does this in behalf of one of the parties, 
1t abandons its neutrality and is guilty of armed intervention. 
• • • From the elementary principles of international law 
above set forth, it necessarily follows that if a government bans 
the shipment of arms and munitions of war to one of the parties 
to an armed confiict, and permits it to the other, it intervenes 
in the confiict in a military sense and makes itself a party to 
the war, whether declared or undeclared. 

The letter of the Constitution may not expressly provide 
that to vest such a power in the President is a violation; 
yet, nevertheless, you are scrapping what is a historical 
policy of our country, written into the Constitution, in what 
was once thought to be letters of living light, that the 
destinies of this country should not be in the keeping of any 
one man, however admirable, however excellent, however 
well meaning, and even if he is the President of the United 
States. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. BECK] has expired. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 additional minutes to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, the chairman of the com
mittee is not present, but I have no doubt he will yield 
the gentleman an additional 5 minutes also. 

Mr. BECK. I thank both the gentlemen for the courtesy. 
What I wanted to dwell upon, because it gives me great 
satisfaction, although it has a rather indirect bearing upon 
this resolution, is a speech made 2 or 3 nights ago in New 
York by that arch charlatan of literature, George Bernard 
Shaw. The relevancy of this allusion will appear in a 
moment. 

Mr. Shaw has for 25 years maligned and traduced this 
country. Even last November, when he was given the cour
tesy of an trans-Atlantic broadcast to the American people, 
he commenced it with the statement," You boobs!' He has 
capitalized his contempt for the American people by getting 
publicity out of his insults. If his gratuitous insults were 
only to sell his books, the more contemptible his insults are. 
He is a colossal egotist. While he reminds himself of Vol
taire, he resembles the Sage of Ferney as a farthing dip the 
sun. It is incredible that we did not allow him to pass 
through this country unnoticed as beneath our notice. 
[Applause.] 

And yet the Academy of Political Science did itself the 
doubtful honor of inviting this senile self-advertiser to ad
dress it. Mr. Shaw took the stage of the Metropolitan Opera 
House in New York-and it illustrates what I have said as to 
the decaying faith of our people in their noble form of gov
ernment that to the cheers and applause of 5,000 people Mr. 
Shaw proceeded to say that our Constitution was only a 
"charter of anarchism." He said that the American people 
up to 1860 were simply" emigrants", by which he apparently 
meant that we were then still uncouth and raw, although in 
that time we had produced Washington, Jefferson, Madison, 
Marshall, Hamilton, Webster, and Lincoln. He proceeded to 
say that the uncouth class of Americans in 1860 was suc
ceeded by " 100 percent Americans ", who were imposing in 
their facades, talked very volubly and glibly, but never had 
anything to say or any thought worth expressing. He exco
riated them. Then comes the point of my remark. He pro
ceeded to say there were just two Americans who in his 
judgment had emerged from this class of ignorant Ameri
cans. One was William Randolph Hearst and the other was 
the present President of the United States, and he exalted 
both on the ground. as he said. that they were " violently 
opposed to the Constitution " [laughter J, which he declared 
with his great knowledge "was not a constitution at all"• 
and that our Statue of Liberty was a " monstrous idoL" 
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Neither the President nor Mr. Hearst need any defense at 

my hands. Both would resent the stigma of being praised by 
Mr. Shaw. The President has done many admirable things, 
and I think we Republicans in this session have been ready 
and willing to admit it. Like the captain of the ill-fated 
Akron, when that boat rushed down to its doom, the Presi
dent may have found it necessary, or thought so, to throw 
over considerable ballast, not merely in the shape of consti
tutional principles but also of basic ideals of American soci
ety, in order to keep our economic system afloat. It may be 
he is leading us to economic salvation. He may be leading us 
to economic destruction. I do not know which. Time will 
tell. What I do know is, that with high and noble purpose 
and with no deliberate attempt to overthrow the Constitu
tion, he has taken extraordinary measures in extraordinary 
times. 

Nor does Mr. Hearst deserve the discredit of Mr. Shaw's 
praise. For 10 years, in the matter of our foreign policies, he 
has valorously protested against scrapping the ideals of 
George Washington. [Applause.] 

It is important to distinguish between the President as a 
smiling, gentle, high-minded, well-meaning, courageous, and 
energetic leader, and the "brain trust" that trades in his 
name, because the brain trust-made up of Professor Meley, 
Professor Tugwell, and Prof. Mordecai Ezekiel, if that is 
his name-trades, and too often Daughter 1, in the name 
of Roosevelt, formulates policies which we are asked to 
accept because the President so wills. The President gives 
his formal assent without much examination, and then this 
House forgets all its dignity as a deliberative body and feels 
that it must sign on the dotted line in the pious hope that 
the Senate will correct the defects. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BECK. Yes; the gentleman has been so gracious I 

am glad to yield. 
Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman does not refer to the resolu

tion we have under consideration as being the output of 
this "brain trust" that he refers to, does he? 

Mr. BECK. I suspect it is, but I do not know. [Laughter 
and applause. 1 

Mr. BLOOM. Will the gentleman yield further? 
Mr. BECK. Certainly. 
Mr. BLOOM. How can the gentleman suspect it is the 

output of this "brain trust" when it is the same resolution 
that was sent to the previous Congress by President Hoover 
and endorsed by Secretary Stimson? It could not have 
been. 

Mr. BECK. If the two resolutions are identical, the gen
tleman's point is well taken. 

Mr. BLOOM. They are identical. 
Mr. BECK. Then the gentleman's point is well taken. I 

acknowledge it. I never had any sympathy with Secretary 
Stimson's foreign policy in the Manchurian matter. [Ap
plause. J It was with great difficulty I repressed myself 
during the last administration from saying so on this floor. 
Why should we embroil ourselves in an oriental war? 

Mr. BLOOM. Will the gentleman yield again? 
Mr. BECK. Certainly. 
Mr. BLOOM. Is it the gentleman's thought that the reso

lution we have under consideration refers to anything in the 
Orient? Is there anything that can be so construed by the 
wildest stretch of the imagination? We have heard the 
statement made from the fioor, but there is nothing in this 
resolution or nothing that has ever been said by President 
Hoove!', Secretary Stimson, President Roosevelt, or Secre
tary Hull which in any way brings in the Orient. 

Mr. BECK. That may be so. I cannot say what are the 
purposes back of it. I am not in the confidence of its pro
ponents. What I do know is that it is part of a tendency 
that is threatening the integrity of our Government and the 
independence of the American people. To make the Presi
dent through his Cabinet ministers a dictator not merely of 
domestic policies, for which in this emergency there may be 
some excuse, but a dictator in our foreign policies, a power 
the Constitution vainly tried to protect us from, seems to be 
un-American and dangerous. 

Mr. BLOOM. If I yield the gentleman further time, will 
he kindly answer another question? 

Mr. BECK. ·Certainly. 
Mr. BLOOM. Is it not a fact the consent that is sought 

by this resolution is something that exists at the present 
time in this country, a power the President of the United 
States has at this time and has had for many, many years? 

Mr. BECK. Does the gentleman mean the power to im
pose an embargo? 

Mr. BLOOM. Yes. We have had an embargo against the 
shipment of arms to China since 1922. We have had an em
bargo on all the American countries, and an embargo upon 
the countries over which we have extraterritorial jurisdic
tion. There is nothing new being asked in the resolution 
under consideration today, nothing which will bring in 
Japan. Japan has nothing to do with it. 

Mr. BECK. To my colleague from New York, let me say, 
I did not bring in Japan and China. 

Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman spoke of the Orient. 
Mr. BECK. And, let me say, there is a clear distinction 

between Congress in a given emergency specifically author
izing an embargo, as was the case in the illustrations cited, 
and Congress giving the President continuing power to im
pose an embargo against any power he dislikes for any 
reason and in favor of any country he likes for any reason. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. BLOOM. That is not this resolution. . 
Mr. BECK. Yes; it is this resolution. 
Mr. BLOOM. No; read the resolution, please. 
Mr. BECK. Now, let us see what the resolution provides. 
[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 3 addi

tional minutes. I will give him my own time. 
Mr. ·BECK. I do not want the gentleman's time; I want 

to hear from him. 
Mr. BLOOM. No; go ahead. You and I can talk it 

out now. 
Mr. BECK. Very good. Let us see what the resolution 

does provide. It states that after securing the cooperation 
of such governments as the President deems necessary, that 
enables him to pick out the allies in a military alliance, he 
makes proclamation of the joint embargo and it then be
comes unlawful to export, "except under such limitations 
and exceptions as the President prescribes "-therefore, he 
has unlimited power to play favorites-" any arms or muni
tions of war from any place in the United States to such 
country or countries as he may designate." 

Mr. BLOOM. Yes. 
Mr. BECK. That is the proposition. 
Mr. BLOOM. May I answer the gentleman? 
Mr. BECK. Yes. 
:Mr. BLOOM. Is there any statement there "as he may 

dislike"? 
Mr. BECK. No; "as he may designate." 
Mr. BLOOM. I beg the gentleman's pardon, but the 

gentleman said any country that the President may dis
like, and I say that is not in the resolution. 

Mr. BECK. I quite agree that that is not the word
ing of the resolution, but you give the President the power 
to " designate " who shall be the friends and who shall be 
the enemies of this country, and he can act according to 
public policy or according to his likes or prejudices or any 
other thing that moves the human mind. 

Mr. BLOOM. It is exactly the same resolution that is in 
effect at the present time, and there is no such thing as the 
gentleman has brought out, as well as other gentlemen on 
his side, with respect to the power given the President. It 
is the same power that the President has now and this is 
building up something that we started to do a number of 
years ago. This resolution simply completes it. 

Mr. BECK. I should like my friend to cite a single stat
ute, from the beginning of the Government, that gave the 
President of the United States power to designate which 
nations we will favor and which nations we will discrim
inate against. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
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Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON] 

will be pleased to answer that question, as our time is 
limited on this side. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 1 more 
minute, because I think we ought to clear this matter up. 
I have the idea that the confusion comes about because 
some Members believe that the President has such authority 
now, because the President can place an embargo on a 
country where there is internal disturbance. This is an en
tirely different proposition. This resolution is aimed 
against belligerent nations and that is where the unneutral 
act comes in. 

Mr. BECK. Mr. Speaker, for my part, whatever comes, I 
propose to stand by the historic policy of this country and 
the spirit of the Constitution. [Applause.] 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 20 minutes to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoHNSON.l 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, there is no Mem
ber of the House who more enjoys listening to the scholarly 
and able gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BECK] than 
myself. I regret very much, however, that his extraordinary 
ability is arrayed today in opposition to that which I con
ceive to be a righteous cause. 

A great deal has been said about this resolution in order 
to prejudice the purpose for which it has been introduced. 
The tactics of the criminal lawyer have been employed by 
the oppanents· of the resolution. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH], in his first 
speech of the series of speeches he has made upon the ques
tion, said that this was entry not into the cellar door or the 
back door but the front door of the League of Nations, and 
he seeks to appeal to those who are prejudiced against the 
League of Nations in order to gain the support of those 
who are opposed to the League. Then another one opposing 
the resolution cites some organization in New York that he 
does not think is very popular in this country, and because, 
forsooth, this organization favors the resolution, proclaims 
that it should be defeated. But it remained for the distin
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BECK] to bring 
into the question the recent visit of George Bernard Shaw, 
who has incurred the hostility of the American people, by 
trying to link the resolution with that unpopular individual. 
I see no relevancy between Mr. Shaw and the pending reso
lution; and the gentleman from Pennsylvania, who is usually 
most logical, wholly failed to point out the relevancy. 

If this resolution will accomplish what it is intended to 
do, it will tend to preserve peace and make war more diffi
cult; and if it will accomplish or even tend to· accomplish 
this objective in the slightest degree, I am for it. 

Mr. CLAIBORNE. Will the gentleman yield for a 
Question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Not now. 
The prevention of war is one of the highest duties that 

government owes society, and any nation that will not take 
every precaution and use every legitimate means to avert the 
holocaust of war is unworthy to stand among the civilized 
nations of the world. [Applause.] 

Those who are opposing this resolution seek to make it 
appear that the resolution is to cause war and to make 
peace more difficult. This is the old trick of the criminal 
lawyer who tries to make it appear that the man who is 
charged with crime, instead of being a criminal, is a law
abiding citizen and that instead of being a man who should 
be confined -in a felon's cell the man whom he killed should 
have been slain. 

I say that the whole opposition to this resolution is based 
upon a false premise and that the grounds urged against it 
are not supported either by history- or by facts. 

Before discussing the arguments made by the opponents of 
the resolution permit me to say that the principal witnesses 
who appeared against this resolution in the exhaustive hear
ings that the committee held were the munition manu
facturers, who came all the way from Connecticut and else
where to appear and testify against it and who claimed that 
its passage would injure their business. Their testimony was 
not referred to. either in the lengthy report of the minority 

or in any speech that has been made against it, even in .. 
eluding that of the distinguished gentleman from Connecti
cut, in which State most of the munition factories are 
located. 

The truth is, Mr. Speaker, the arms manufacturers have 
on too many occasions, as they have on this one, exerted 
their influence against legislation designed to minimize the 
threat of war. They have exerted this influence by means 
of propaganda against this Government's program of dis
armament. They have stimulated the purchase of muni .. 
tions by governments by direct urging of governments to 
compete with each other in building up their armaments 
and by indirect propaganda playing upon the fear of war 
just as they are doing in opposing this resolution. 

This resolution does not threaten the legitimate inter
ests of the arms manufacturers; but it is designed to try to 
preserve peace, even though it may affect the business of 
those who manufacture munition.S of war. The cause of 
peace and the prevention of war is of .more importance to 
America than the profits of any group. In the awful de
pression from which we are suffering we are still paying the 
price of the World War. 

Now, what is the first proposition urged against this reso
lution? Take the minority report, and what do they say? 
They try to discredit it by using high-sounding adjectives 
and phrases, just as the gentleman from New York did. He 
said in his speech that this resolution was not an act of 
peace but of war; that it was novel; that it was dangerous 
and revolutionary. 

Now, that statement is true or it is not true. It is either 
novel or it is not novel. It is either revolutionary or not 
revolutionary. The distinguished · gentleman from Penn
sylvania, who just preceded me, evidently had not looked 
into the history of this country as to this resolution, or 
he would not have made the statement he did when he 
said that there never had been such a power vested in the 
President of the United States. 

The statutes, if he had taken the time to examine them, 
would have contradicted him when he said that such a 
delegation of power had never been given the President. 

In 1898, when McKinley was President, and you will find 
this in the Thirtieth Statute, page 339-Congress passed 
this resolution which I am going to read, and you will see 
that it is far more drastic than the one we are considering. 
It gives the President far more power and with less restric
tion. 

The President is hereby authorized in his discretion, and with 
such limitations and exceptions as to him may seem expedient, 
to prohibit the export of coal and other material used in war 
from any seaport of the United States until otherwise ordered 
by Congress. 

The resolution we have here in giving this power to the 
President directs that he shall consult with other govern
ments before invoking it, and this resolution that I have 
read does not do that. The President, under the law of 
1898, could consult other governments or not, as to him 
seemed expedient. He may select under the resolution the 
aggressor nation, or he may say, " I will invoke it against 
all countries." There is no limit and no restriction as to his 
authority or the manner in which it should be used. 

Now, this law, passed in 1898, remained the law until 1912. 
In 1905, when Mr. Roosevelt was President, he acted upon 

that resolution. I read now from the Thirty-fourth Stat
ute, section 3183, a proclamation by the President of the 
United States. 

The Spanish-American War had long since ceased. This 
proclamation was issued when there was no state of war, 
simply under the authority conferred on the President. 

The proclamation reads as follows: 
BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA-A PROCLAMATION 

Whereas by a joint resolution approved April 22, 1898, entitled 
"Joint resolution to prohibit the export of coal or other material 
used in war from any seaport of the P'nited States '', the Presi
dent is " authorized, in his discretion, and with such limitations 
anci exceptions as shall seem to him expedient, to prohibit the 
export of coal or other material used in war from any seaport 
of the United States until otherwise ordered by the President or 
by Congress." 
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Now, therefore, I, Theodore Roosevelt, President of the United 

States of America, for good and sufficient reasons unto me ap
pearing, and by virtue of the authority conferred upon me by the 
said joint resolution, do hereby declare and proclaim that the 
export of arms, ammunition, and munitions of war of eyery kind, 
from any port in the United States or in Puerto Rico to any port 
in the Dominican Republic, is prohibited, without limitation or 
exception, from and after the date of this my proclamation until 
otherwise ordered by the President or by Congress. 

And I do hereby enjoin all good citizens of the United States 
and of Puerto Rico and all persons residing or being within the 
territory or jurisdiction thereof to be governed accordingly. 

In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand and caused 
the seal of the United States to be affixed. 

Done at the city of Washington this 14th day of October in the 
year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and five and of the 
independence of the United States of America the one hundred 
and thirtieth. 

THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 
By the President: 

ELlHu ROOT, 
Secretary of State. 

Mr. BACON. Was the Dominican Republic at war with 
any other country at that time? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I do not know and I do not care. 
It does not have any bearing whatsoever on the resolution. 
If it had been at war, the President could have invoked it. 
If it had not been at war he could have invoked it. The 
President, under that resolution, had the power to invoke it 
against a country that was at war, or a country that was at 
peace, or against any and all belligerents. The limitation 
was simply" in his judgment, as to him seemed best." 

Mr. BACON. The only thing is that I do not see why 
Congress did not repeal that resolution immediately after the 
Spanish-American War. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The gentleman's party was in 
control. William McKinley was President under that. He 
was succeeded, as I recall it, by Roosevelt, and then by Taft, 
and it remained the law until 1912, when it was amended. 
It was not repealed, but it was simply amended so as to apply 
to domestic disputes in American countries. That was the 
law in 1912. In 1922 that law was still further enlarged so 
as to apply not only to domestic disputes in American coun
tries but to every country over which the United States 
exercised extraterritorial jurisdiction; and that is the law at 
this time. 

This resolution, instead of being revolutionary, instead of 
being unprecedented, as someone else has said, simply 
rounds out and completes the settled policy of the United 
States for 35 years. Those gentlemen who grow red in the 
face in denouncing it as revolutionary and as a child of the 
League of Nations, do not reckon with the facts, because 
this was the law before the League of Nations was ever 
thought of, and before George Bernard Shaw had ever said 
anything derogatory to the United States. 

They say this is aimed at Japan. That is another effort 
to try to prejudice the resolution. Unfortunately there are 
a great many people in this country who all the time talk 
about being for peace, who say" I abhor war'', and who say 
that war should be stopped, but they always are content to 
take it out with talking against war, but they never vote for 
any measures to prevent war. The trouble, my friends, is 
tbis, we cannot simply decry war--

Mr. LUNDEEN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 
Mr. LUNDEEN. Did the gentleman oppose the last war 

we had? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I refuse to be diverted from the 

discussion of the pending resolution by answering such ir-
relevant questions. . 

Now, I was talking about Japan. They say this is aimed 
at Japan. My friend from Massachusetts [Mr. 'l'INKHAMl 
was paid quite a tribute by the able chairman of our com
mittee yesterday, and I thought he was entitled to it, because 
the last time we had this resolution under consideration at 
the last session practically all Republican Members, except 
my good friend from New York [Mr. FISH], and Mr. Maas, 
were favorable to the resolution; but since the advent of my 
good friend from Massachusetts under his tutelage there has 
been a right-about face, and the entire delegation except one 
signed the minority report. Tbe gentleman gave out an in-

terview in which he said that this resolution was aimed at 
Japan. I suppose it is not proper to criticize my colleagues, 
but I thought it was a rather undiplomatic remark, even if 
the gentleman believed such to be the facts, because that 
is the way war is brought on. Somebody goes out and makes 
a certain statement that a certain act is intended to affront 
a certain country. That is the way we brought on fights 
when I was a boy. Somebody would say, "Do you know 
So-and-So is talking about you?" These gentlemen who 
either in debate here, or in the press, or elsewhere, say that 
this is aimed at Japan disclose a lack of diplomatic if 
not patriotic spirit; especially is this true on the part of 
members of the Foreign Affairs Committee of this House. 
The Secretary of State says it is not so intended. 

The only statement that the gentleman produced in the 
committee to show it was so intended was the expression of 
some newspapers. I should rather take the statement of 
Cordell Hull, the Secretary of State, who knows what is 
back of the resolution, than to accept statements of indi
viduals who rely merely upon newspaper statements, who 
do not know what the facts are. 

Mr. CLAIBORNE. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 
Mr. CLAIBORNE. Could it not be used against Japan 

in the present instance, if the President saw fit to so use it? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. It could be used against any 

country which the President saw fit to use ·it against; but, 
as answering the charge that it is intended to be used 
against Japan, the facts are that Japan manufactures her 
own munitions, and we exported to Japan last year only 
$41 worth of munitions from the United States. If we were 
exporting vast amounts of munitions from the United States, 
there might be ground for that charge. 

Mr. HOEPPEL. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 
Mr. HOEPPEL. Can the gentleman explain how much 

cotton was exported to Japan? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Cotton is not a munition of war, 

under the definition of what constitutes munitions of war. 
Some years ago Hon. George W. Wickersham, then Attorney 
General, defined what constitutes munitions of war, and his 
definition is still acted upon by the State Department. It is 
as follows: 

Articles primarily and ordinarily used for military purposes in 
time of war, such as weapons of every species used for the destruc
tion of life, and projectiles, cartridges, ammunition of all sorts, 
and other supplies used or useful in connection therewith, includ
ing parts used for the repair or manufacture of such arms, and 
raw material employed in the manufacture of such ammunition; 
also dynamite, nitroglycerin, or other explosive substances; also 
gun mountings, limber boxes, limbers, military wagons, field 
forges and their component parts, comprising equipment of a dis
tinctively military character: articles of camp equipment and their 
distinctive component parts; and implements manufactured ex
clusively for the manufacture of implements of war or for the 
manufacture or repair of arms or war material. 

Foodstuft's, ordinary clothing, and ordinary articles of peaceful 
commerce are not included in the prohibition. 

Mr. CLAIBORNE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes. 
Mr. CLAIBORNE. I am not afraid of levying against 

Japan, but I am afraid of being involved in war. [AP
plause.J 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. That is what those who are 
against the resolution say, but does anyone think that the 
President of the United States wants war any more than 
the gentleman wants it? Does anyone believe that the Con
gress of the United States is more anxious for peace than 
the President of the United States? The Congress has the 
power now to levY an embargo, and someone asked yester
day, Why not let Congtess levY the embargo instead of the 
President? I will tell you why. Because the Congress of 
the United States might not be in session, in the first place, 
when the necessity arose requiring its levying, and in the 
second place, the levYing of an embargo can be done by 
diplomatic handling of the President much better than by 
Congress, where we cannot carry on diplomatic negotia
tions, and because if Congress had to leyy the embargo we 
would have a great deal of unnecessary and inflammatory 
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talk, which instead of accomplishing the purpose of the 
resolution would def eat it. 

The mere fact that the President possesses the power 
would be one of the strongest reasons why it will never 
be necessary for him to use the power. If the countries 
against whom it was thought the power might be invoked 
knew that the President possessed that power, the Presi
dent could, in a diplomatic way, indicate that it might be 
used, and the effect would be as great as though he did use 
the power. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes. 
Mr. ADAMS. It has been stated here this afternoon, I 

do not recall by whom, that under this resolution the 
President would have the right to determine who is the 
aggressor. For my enlightenment, will the gentleman 
please tell me whether that is true? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. In answer to that question, 
those who have opposed the resolution have read into it 
that which is not in the resolution. To have heard the ad
dresses of those opposing the resolution one would imagine 
that the resolution contained the language of the selection 
of the aggressor. Upon reading the resolution it will be 
discovered that there is no such language. 

As I said a moment ago, the power, the method, the cir
cumstances, the facts under which it would be used would 
be left to the President, just as the law of 1898 left it to 
him, except this-that in this act it directs the President 
to consult with other nations before taking any action. If 
he thought proper he could exercise it in such way as to 
be against one country and not another, or he could exercise 
it against both; but he could, if he thought best, consult all 
of the munition-manufacturing countries before he did it. 

Mr. ADAMS. Assuming, for the purpose of argument, 
that he could, would the passage of this resolution deprive 
the Congress of the power of rectifying any mistake that he 
might make? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. It would not. The last por
tion of the resolution provides the language, " until Congress 
shall decree otherwise '', just as the act of 1898 did. I am 
glad the gentleman brought that to my attention. The 
language is: 

• • • it shall be unlawful to export, or sell for export, ex
cept under such limitations and exceptions as the President pre
scribes, any arms or munitions of war from any place in the 
United States to such country or countries as he may designate, 
until otherwise ordered by the President or by Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Texas has expired. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 
3 minutes more. 

Mr. MOT!'. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes. 
Mr. MOTT. Would it not be a fact that it would take a 

two-thirds vote of the Congress to change the order of the 
President in the event the President should veto the act of 
Congress? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. No; it would not. It would 
simply take an affirmative declaration by Congress. It 
would not be a veto by the Congress, it would be simply the 
enactment of a repealing statute. 

Mr. MOTT. But could not the President veto that act? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Of course, he could veto am 

resolution he desired, but this resolution affirmatively vests 
in Congress the power to revoke an arms-embargo procla
mation. 

Mr. MOTT. Does not the gentleman think it would be 
better and safer if the resolution provided for the ratifica
tion by Congress of the act of the President? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I do not. I do not think the 
resolution would then be worth anything, because you would 
have to wait until Congress could pass upon it, and the 
time for its effectiveness would have passed. The sole ques
tion is this: Are you willing to leave this question to the 
President of the United States, just as we did in 1898, and 

as we did for 14 years without any limitation whatever, and 
for 21 years with limitations? 

Furthermore, every other major munition-manufacturing 
country, except Czechoslovakia, has already delegated this 
power to its executive head. There are only five coun
tries that produce arms and munitions on a large scale, and 
all of these, with the exception of the United States and 
Czechoslovakia, have already delegated that power to their 
executive heads, and in order that we may cooperate with 
other countries in preserving peace, it is necessary that we 
should do that also, and that is the sole concern. It is not 
leveled at any particular country, and the State Department 
advises that its passage is sought for use against no specific 
country. 

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes. 
Mr. TINKHAM. May I ask the honorable Representative 

if he believes the United States should join the League of 
Nations? 

:Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The question of the gentleman 
proves what I have said, . that those opposing the resolution 
are seeking to divert attention from the resolution and its 
merits by dragging in questions not involved, and I refuse 
to be so diverted. 

The minority report contains a statement from Professor 
Borchard, of Yale University, to the effect that the grant 
of the power to the President to act, after conferring with 
other countries, without ratification by the Senate, is uncon
stitutional. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BECK] is too good 
a lawyer to make such a contention, and in his speech today 
stated that he did not believe the resolution contravened the 
letter of the Constitution. 

The truth is that Congress has frequently delegated to 
the President the power to take action, after negotiations 
with other governments, and such power so delegated has 
been upheld by the Supreme Court of the United States. 

As supporting this contention, I call attention to the 
following specific instances where such has been done: 

First. The Nonintercourse Acts of 1809 and 1811 (2 Stat. 
530) and 1810 (2 Stat. 606), which conditioned the suspen
sion of trade upon the proclamation of the President as to 
the attitude of other governments. 

Second. Our tariff acts have long proceeded upon this 
principle. 

The Tariff Acts of 1890 and 1893 (26 Stat. 612) and the 
Tariff Act of 1897 (30 Stat. 203) had provisions of this sort. 

Under the Tariff Act of 1890 the President was empowered 
to suspend the free entry of certain articles from other 
countries, if he was satisfied that their governments imposed 
unequal and unreasonable duties on our products. In the 
celebrated case of Field v. Clark (1892) (143 U.S. 649), the 
constitutionality of this provision was attacked and it was 
contended that the provision delegated to the President 
"both legislative and treaty-making powers." The Supreme 
Court, in holding against this contention, after citing 
numerous precedents, used this language: 

• • • that in the judgment of the legislative branch of the 
Government it is often desirable, if not essential, for the protec
tion of the interests of our people, against the unfriendly or dis:
criminating regulations established by foreign governments, in the 
interests of their people, to invest the President with large discre
tion in matters arising out of the execution of statutes relating to 
trade and commerce w'th other nations. 

The Tariff Act of 1897 (30 Stat. 203) went farther and 
authorized the Presirlent " to enter into negotiations " with 
other governments, with a view to securing reciprocal and 
equivalent concessions, and when such governments en· 
tered into commercial agreements with the United States, 
or made concessions in favor of our products, the President 
was authorized to suspend the imposition of certain duties. 

Third. The President has frequently proclaimed the ex
istence of reciprocal copyright relations with other govern
ments under act of March 4, 1909 (35 Stat. 1077 ~ . 

Fourth. He has negotiated a common policy with other 
governments concerning relief from double income tax on 
shipping profits under Revenue Act of 1928 (45 Stat. 791). 
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Fifth. He has also issued many proclamation8 after nego

tiations with other countries, suspending discriminating ton
nage duties. 

The opponents of the resolution have repeatedly referred 
to the opinions of John Bassett Moore and Professor Bor
chard as being opposed to the resolution. 

Eminent lawyers who are experts in international law are 
earnestly supporting this resolution, and ably contend that 
the reasons assigned by Mr. Moore and Professor Borchard 
are not tenable. Among these I refer to Manley 0. Hudson, 
professor of international law of the Law School of Harvard 
University; Ellery C. Stowell, professor of international law 
of American University, who, by the way, is the author of 
an able and valuable book upon the subject of International 
Law, published in 1931; Joseph Chamberlain, professor of 
international law of Columbia University; David Hunter 
Miller, historical adviser of the State Department, and also 
an eminent authority on international law. I wish that 
I had time to quote from briefs prepared by these eminent 
authorities, which sustain not only the constitutionality of 
the resolution but refute in able and .convincing manner 
the contention that the resolution violates the law of neu
trality. 

These authorities point out that the law of neutrality has 
undergone many changes smce the Hague Conference in 
1907, due to the World War, the League of Nations, and 
the Kellogg-Briand Peace Pact. 

After all, the question of whether or not this resolution 
might be so used as to violate the law of neutrality or in
volve us in war would depend upon its exercise by the Presi
dent. The arms embargo law which we have had upon the 
statute books for 35 years has never involved us in war, or 
even threatened to do so, although it has been invoked and 
used against the following countries: Brazil, China, Cuba, 
Honduras, Mexico, and Nicaragua. 

Surely we can trust the President of the United States, 
whoever he may be, to exercise this authority with a due 
and prudent regard and in such a manner as to preserve 
peace and not to provoke war. I feel sure that President 
Roosevelt would so act, and I am confident that his succes
sors would, as have all Presidents since 1898 in the same 
wise and judicious manner. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Texas· has again expired. 

Mr. MCREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. McKEoWNl. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Speaker, I am very happy to have 
an opportunity to vote for this resolution. It does not go as 
far as I would like to see it go. -

Whenever the world reaches the point where all coun
tries are willing to prevent profits from the manufacture of 
munitions of war, from that date we will nave a decrease 
and lessening of war influences. In my humble opinion, a 
great deal of the trouble in our South American countries 
has been the result of the greed of munition makers. I 
think they were at the bottom of a great deal of otrr trouble. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield 
for a short question? 

Mr. McKEOWN. For a very brief one. 
Mr. PATMAN. What about the greed of the oil producers 

in the South American countries? 
Mr. McKEOWN. As the gentleman knows, all greed runs 

together. All these greedy crowds are helping each other. 
What I am saying is that if today no nation on earth could 
export arms at a profit less war talk would be heard. One 
thing is certain, civilization and war cannot exist in the 
world at the same time. The time has come when, if the 
civilizations of the world are to survive, war must be de~ 
stroyed. If it is not outlawed, war will destroy civilization. 

Now, you know, when a man talks peace a lot of people 
in this country talk about him as though he were a coward. 
They do not realize that the man who talks peace is the 

· man who fights our wars. The last scrap I had when I was 
a boy, and I did all my scrapping in my boyhood days, was 
when I got hold of a fell ow who did not want to fight. I 
have never had a fight since that moment. Beware of these 

fellows who do not want to fight. The pacifist is the man 
who fights the war these military fellows get us into. This 
is the truth about it when you get down to the last analysis 
of the matter. 

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. McKEOWN. I yield. 
Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. That is just where the gentle

man is mistaken. The statesmen are the ones who get the 
soldiers into war. 

Mr. McKEOWN. I may say to the distinguished gentle
man from Oregon I am not talking about the soldiers of this 
country. God knows if there is anybody who has my sym
pathy it is the soldier in the American Army. I am not 
talking about him. I am talking about this crowd which, 
every time one talks peace, wants to stir up a fight. Now, 
you fellows are trained to fight. All you know is fighting. 
[Laughter.] That is all you want to do. That is what we 
have you for. I am talking about peace. 

When a man stands flatfooted for peace in the world he 
is immediately branded as a pacifist and caricatured in the 
papers of the country along the lines of the caricatures pub
lished of our dry friends, a man with a long, tall hat and a 
long, black coat. Let me tell you that the men who have 
stood for peace in the world have fought the battles of the 
world whenever they have been called by their country, 
whenever it is necessary to def end the ashes of their fathers. 
They will fight and die for the churches of their God. They 
will fight and die for the mothers who gave them birth and 
for the wives who nurse their babies at their breasts. 
Although these men talk peace, they will fight. 

The civilization of this world today is in a shaky condi
tion. There is no telling when and where the spark is going 
to alight. This resolution is a step forward. 

Seventeen years ago I ran on a platform, the first written 
platform I ever ran on, and the only one, I may say, Mr. 
Speaker. I never ran on a written platform since. In that 
platform I said that if profits were taken out of war, the 
chances of having war would be reduced. [Applause.] We 
are nothing but neighbors. This thing is just common 
sense. We nations are just like neighbors. If John Smith 
living over the hill comes to my house and wants to borrow 
my shotgun to shoot Bill Smith across the creek, would I 
be a good neighbor if I loaned him the gun? So it is with 
nations. The nations are neighbors. We should not let 
one neighbor have guns to shoot up another nation. 

Let the nations place an embargo on arms and munitions 
of war, and the peace and civilizations of the world will be 
saved. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle

man from New York [Mr. BACON]. 
Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Texas 

referred to the resolution of April 22, 1898, and compared it 
with the resolution we are discussing today, citing it as 
a precedent. I think there is a great distinction between 
the two resolutions. Under no sensible construction can the 
resolution of April 22, 1898, be considered as a precedent for 
the resolution before us. 

On April 22, 1898, Spain was about to go to war with the 
United States. The resolution of that date was a war 
measure to prevent coal and other war supplies reaching the 
hands of the Spaniards. Quick action was necessary. As a 
matter of fact, Spain declared war on us on April 24, 2 days 
after the passage of that resolution. It was simply a war 
measure, a protective measure for our own country. On 
April 22 we had already begun a blockade of Cuban ports. 

That resolution remained on the statute books without 
amendment until April 14, 1912, when it was amended to 
make its provisions apply simply to a country on this Ameri
can Continent, in which existed conditions of domestic vio
lence, thus narrowing very greatly the purpose of the original 
war-time resolution. 

In 1905 President Roosevelt did apply it to Santo Do
mingo, but Santo Domingo was not at war with any other 
country. Conditions of domestic violence prevailed in 
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Santo Domingo, and President Roosevelt merely applied the 
resolution of April 1898 in the precise manner in which 
Congress eventually amended this act on April 14, 1912. I 
think the Members should have clearly in mind this dis
tinction between the two resolutions and should clearly dis
tinguish between an embargo in the case of an American 
country not at war' in which there is only a state of domes
tic violence, and an embargo on one or more countries which 
are actually at war. Under this resolution, if the President 
declares an embargo against one of two belligerents, he must 
of necessity take sides and force this country to take sides, 
the will of Congress to the contrary notwithstanding. The 
consequences of such action and the implications of war 
are such as to be fraught with the greatest of dangers. 
There is therefore no precedent for the resolution we are 
discussing today. 

If the motives of the proponents of this measure are in 
the interests of peace, I am in accord with those motives. 
I am fearful that the passage of this resolution may lead to 
new hatreds and possible war. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.1 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle

man from Oregon [Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I modestly rose 
here yesterday afternoon when one of my pacifist friends 
was speaking and I feared I would be a firebrand, and im
mediately he yelled at me, of course, "Munition manu
facturer", and "jingo." This is the answer to all those of 
us who are rising now and trying to inject some common 
sense into these men who follow the old ladies in wanting 
peace, peace. Of course, we all want peace. There is no 
division of sentiment on that point, but the question is, 
How are we going to get it? 

We are not going to get peace through emotionalism, but 
we are going to get it through the application of rules of 
good, hard, common sense. 

When I read the report of this committee by my Demo
cratic colleagues I noticed they used for their arguments 
those presented by the late President of the United States 
and his Secretary of State, and I want to tell my Demo
cratic friends right here that this releases me. I am not 
following Herbert Hoover or Stimson. [Laughter.] I do 

· not approve of either one of them. 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Is the gentleman following the pres

ent administration? 
Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. I am not following Herbert 

Hoover. 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Is the gentleman following Frank

lin Roosevelt? 
Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. Yes; I am one of the most loyal 

followers he has in this House. 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Then get on the bandwagon. 
Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. And I shall continue to follow 

him loyally, but I abdicate to no man the things that I 
consider basic and essential in the preservation of the in
tegrity and the honor of my country. [Applause.] I take 
unto myself this right, and no man nor party shall control 
me in this respect. 

My head has grown gray in the service of my country. 
I have had to face bullets when such statesmanship as this 
has brought us into war. How ridiculous is this idiotic, in
sane idea of accusing soldiers of creating war. It is the 
statesmen, the bankrupt statesmen who create war [ap
plause], and the poor, damned soldier is the pawn. He 
is the one who has to correct the mistakes that you make. 
Such mistakes as are written into this measure he will have 
to blot out with his blood. 

Now, what is the genesis of this matter? What brought 
this out? Let us get down to brass tacks. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 1 more 

minute. 
Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. The genesis of this thing was 

shown in" January. The European powers found out in the 
League of Nations that their decisions against Japan had 
no teeth, that they had no sanctions, so they are ptfiling 

us in just like they did during the World War, and we will 
be left to hold the bag. They are pulling us into the ori
ental maelstrom, and I am inclined to hope that the Philip
pines will have the good sense not to concur in your late 
action here; but you are throwing this question into the 
Philippines and you will be left holding the bag in the 
Orient under any such law as this. This will be the imme
diate effect of it. 

Why should we interfere in these affairs? Why not tend 
to our own business and stay at home? [Applause.] Why 
should we pick favorites in disputes that occur in the world? 
Even to this day it is questioned who caused the World War, 
and here we are going to march right in and decide who are 
the aggressors and who are bringing on war. Such a thing 
is ridiculous and, for one, I shall never follow any leader
ship that proposes such laws as this. [Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 9 minutes to the gentle
man from New Hampshire [Mr TOBEY]. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. Speaker, I hold that action under this 
resolution would contribute but little toward the great 
objective of world pe~e. 

Any nation contemplating waging war, realizing it would 
have to meet an embargo on munitions such as is provided 
for in this resolution, would, as a preliminary to the com
mencement of hostilities, import a tremendous quantity of 
arms and munitions. The provisions of this resolution make 
no restriction upon those nations whose foresight and means 
will permit them to prepare adequately for war. 

In considering this question of an embargo on munitions 
the United States should not have as its aim the mere handi
capping or punishing of the aggressor nation, whi~h obvi
ously would accrue to the advantage of the opponent in the 
conflict. Our objective should be more worthwhile. It is, 
or should be, the peace of the world. 

I hold that any traffic in arms and munitions thwarts this 
high purpose and therefore, in my judgment, should be 
barred. 

To this end, and in accordance with my convictions, I shall 
introduce in this House a resolution which provides for a 
real embargo on the shipment of arms and munitions to all 
nations and an embargo on the raw materials to manufac
ture such things, and shall vote against the adoption of this 
resolution. · 

What can be a greater hypocrisy than for America to ship 
to other nations tanks, arms, and munitions to carry on the 
hell of war, while at the same time we claim to be sincere 
in our desire to make an end of war? 

I yield to no man in harboring a deep passion for peace, 
but, in my judgment, the first real requisite for peace is 
disarmament. 

Now, the most powerful and at the same time most subtle 
enemy of disarmament, and therefore of peace, is the arma
ment ring, so called, a group of munition and armament 
makers in almost every nation, ours included. They have 
been active in fomenting war scares and in encouraging 
their own countries to increase armaments. They have at
tempted to bribe government officials both at home and 
abroad. They have disseminated false reports as to the 
military programs of foreign countries. They have sought 
to influence public newspapers in their own and foreign 
countries. 

All these statements have been substantiated by investiga
tions, and yet this subtle influence persists. 

Consider the investigation conducted by the Senate com
mittee of the activities of one Shearer. Therein were 
brought out the facts that this undercover propagandist was 
in 1927 commissioned by certain ship-building companies in 
this. country to go to Geneva and attend the Disarmament 
Conference and report his observations, for the sum of 
$25,000. No written contracts were found, and all agree
ments were verbal, and a large part of the payment was 

·made in cash. 
As a sequel to this, in August 1929, this same pseudo 

patriot filed a complaint in the New York courts for $257,655, 
alleging it to be due him from three American ship-building 
corporations for service as propagandist, naval expert, and 
lobbyist. 
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The collapse of tbe Coolidge naval disarmament confer

ence at Geneva in 1927 has been attributed to the efiorts of 
this man. 

Such are the workings of invisible government. 
What must have been the feelings of thousands of Amer

ican mothers whose sons either paid the supreme sacrifice 
in the World War, or returned with bodies maimed and 
scarred for life, or ravaged with disease, who rejoiced in the 
movement of our then President, Calvin Coolidge, to bring 
about world disarmament at that Geneva Conference, to 
make the possibilities of war more remote, when they 
learned through this investigation of the subtle, contemptible 
machinations of armament and shipping concerns of this 
Nation to undermine this effort, through their paid agent, 
Shearer. 

The constitutional rights of life, liberty, and the pursuit 
of happiness that accrue to every mother's son under the 
Constitution were nothing to these schemers. Family, home 
ties, human relationships_:_what are these compared with 
the American dollar? 

I am sorry for those whose anger . does not rise at the 
devilishness of such work. 

Of old, one wrote: 
Follow after the things that make for peace. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that the path of peace lies 
through the workings of such an embargo as this resolution 
would authorize, and I am opposed to this resolution. 

These are. times for serious thinking. We do not know 
just where we are going, but we know that we are on our 
way to a new order in many lines. 

No less an authority than the Yale Review in an issue of 
last year made this statement: 

Changes are taking place, which in the light of a hundred years 
from now, wm appear to have been almost revolutionary. 

The experience of recent months and years must have 
brought home to each of us that many of our systems of 
business, systems of finance, and even of government, have 
failed. 

The hearts of men and women the Nation over yearn for a 
real solution of our difficulties. There is a rising dissatis
faction with the old order of things. If we of mature years 
cannot sense it, let me bring to your attention the appeal of 
youth. I quote from an address made by a college under
graduate in New England a year ago, who said: 

We who are approaching our majority have been looking forward 
for years with hopeful anticipation to the epoch when we should 
take our place in the world, but as we observe the world today in 
economic and financial chaos, with wars and rumors of wars, and 
without outstanding leadership, we cannot be blamed if we ask of 
what value is the business and financial scheme of things which 
has brought about our present conditions. 

. We find insincerity, greed, and selfish ambition common to 
everyday life in the business and political world. We realize 
that no satisfactory arrangement has been made to protect 
youth from being victimized by the germs of prejudice and hate 
which infested our homes during war tlm.e. We youth do not 
claim to have the mental seasoning which will enable us to with
stand the strain of directing mankind's affairs, but we have a 
growing desire to know just why, since old-order methods have 
seemed to bring increasing chaos during these post-war years, the 
ideals of the new order for which youth fought cannot be given 
a free trial in the courts where world problems are settled. We 
feel that you should do all within your power to prevent youth 
from again being victims of a war in the declaration or in the 
final settlement of which we have no share. 

Mr. Speaker, we struggle here over the balancing of the 
Budget, we condemn the evils of high taxation, we seek the 
stabilization of industry and the restoration of prosperity. 
Such striving and efforts will be vain if we fail to make 
peace the normal attribute of our .national and international 
order, and I do not interpret this resolution as pregnant 
with hope of peace. 

Today is Good Friday. In every community, large or 
small, thousands of men and women all over the land turn 
to those days nearly 2,000 years ago, when Christ overcame 
the bonds of · death and rose to newness of life. 

Can we better observe the day, or more fittingly pay trib
ute to His memory, than by here highly resolving that He 
did not die in vain. and that to Him, the Prince of Peace, 

shall be paid our measure of devotion, by consecrating our
selves to the holy cause of world peace? 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Calif omia [Mr. FoRD]. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, the basic fact to be kept in mind 
is that this resolution does not give to tbe President new 
and unusual powers. 

The President is now vested with, and has for many years 
been vested with, powers of a similar character, but these 
powers are limited to declaring embargoes where internal 
strife exists within the borders of nations on the American 
continent or in nations over which the United States exer
cises extraterritorial jurisdiction. 

The extension of powers is twofold. First, it extends au
thority to apply to all countries. Second, it extends it to 
include cases where there is actual international war or 
threats of war. 

The resolution in granting this extension of powers to the 
President makes a very definite reservation or condition, 
which I consider the crux of the problem. That reservation 
is this: Only after securing the cooperation of such govern
ments as the President deems necessary is he empowered to 
make proclamation of an arms embargo against any nation. 

Let me consider the full import of this clause. It safe
guards the United States against the suspicion of unfriend
liness to any nation against which the embargo is declared. 
For the embargo is not the sole act of the United States, 
but one taken in cooperation with other arms-producing 
nations. The list of nations which have already granted 
similar authority to their chief executives includes Great 
Britain, France, Germany, Italy, Denmark, Sweden, Spain, 
the Netherlands, Canada, Belgium, and Russia. Thus this 
has already become a recognized policy among the na
tions, adopted advisedly as a means of preventing war. The 
one outstanding nation that lags behind, as it has lagged 
behind in foreign policy for the past 12 years, is the United 
States of America. 

Therefore the argument that our extension of such powers 
to the President would tend to cause war seems to me un
tenable. The argument overlooks the fact that any war of 
resentment would have to be against all cooperating nations, 
which would be in effect all the leading nations of the 
world. 

There has been much said here in regard to the Presi
dent's exercise of this embargo power being a violation of 
neutrality. My able colleague from Ohio demolished that 
argument yesterday. I merely wish to add that this is the 
fallacious argument and final defense of all opponents of 
enlightened measures designed to safeguard the nations 
against war and to promote peace. Moreover, if this Con
gress were to postpone action until all the authorities on 
international law were to be heard on this, it would never 
take action. Since the authorities disagree, little light could 
be obtained from them. While the doctors disagreed the 
danger of the most frightful malady of modern times-world 
war-would spread. 

We find the objection to this extension of powers to the 
President, to put us in line with the other nations of the 
world, come from two sources. First, there are those we 
have heard so eloquently argue on grounds of international 
law as it existed in 1907. They see in it a violation of neu
trality that would tend to cause war. 

The other objectors are the arms and munitions makers, 
with some of the aircraft m.anuf acturers. At the public 
hearings held by the Foreign Affairs Committee last ses
sion full opportunity was given these gentlemen to state 
their objections. A study of their statements shows that 
they were naturally concerned as to the effects on their 
business. As is to be expected, they thought in terms of 
trade. No one can criticize them for this. A very grave 
fear of the word " embargo " was revealed by these ob
jectors, and unconsciously they interpret this resolution as 
one that will adversely affect now and hereafter all foreign 
trade in their special lines. 

Now, I believe in the promotion of foreign trade, on both 
the import and export sides. I desire the same or better 
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opportunities for our arms and aircraft manufacturers as 
those of other nations have. So I have given careful con
sideration to these objections and find them not quite valid. 

Both airplane and armament manufacturers argue that 
the embargo would be an incentive for every country to 
build its own munition plants. It would appear that no one 
country can build every kind of munition plant and manu
facture every kind of war material. Imports of special de
sign and of new types are always necessary during a war. 
Furthermore, a nation at war seldom has the man power, 
the materials, and the equipment to make all munitions 
needed to carry on the war. Such a self-contained and 
thoroughly prepared nation is a rosy dream of the munitions 
makers. 

Seventh. This extension of the embargo power will have 
the same effect as any other and all other effective steps 
toward peace. But it will not affect our airplane or arms or 
munitions manufacturers any more severely than it does 
those of other cooperating nations, and so it will not put 
the United States in a disadvantageous position in case that 
the war we all wish to avert should not be averted. 

Finally, the State Department's representative showed 
from all records that the airplane manufacturers had not 
suffered from embargoes laid by the President on shipments 
of arms or munitions of war to various countries in past. 
years. 

The opposition has stressed the fact that this is not an 
emergency measure. I note, however, that the distinguished 
gentleman who so vociferously asserted this used the major 
portion of his time in picturing conditions in all parts of 
the world that visualized impending, if not actual, war. 

As for me, I am unalterably opposed to war. I do not 
believe that war is inevitable any more than I believe that 
smallpox is inevitable. The latter scourge was brought 
under control by courageous men of science, and I believe 
that war can be controlled by courageous cooperation of 
nations in the use of preventive measures. 

An emergency exists right now. Every informed student 
of international affairs knows this, and knows that the rest
lessness due to adverse and intolerable economic conditions 
is at work in the nations of the world. "Anything is better 
than this ", is the cry too often heard. Such psychology 
breeds war. Now is the time to act. Now is the time to co
operate with other nations that are trying to maintain 
peace. And the act for us to take here and now is to pass 
this resolution today, which, as I see it, is a vote of con
fidence in our President and a vote for the cause of peace. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to ask if it is in order 
now for me to ask for time to address the House? The time 
seems to have been all allotted. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SIROVICH). The Chair 
thinks it is not, as we are operating under a special rule 
adopted by the House. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. SrssoNJ. 

Mr. SISSON. Mr. Speaker, in speaking in support of this 
resolution I am not unmindful of the fact that I am a new 
Member of this House and that, whether as a new Member 
or one better known to the Members, there is probably noth
ing that I can say that is new upon the question or questions 
that are herein involved. 

Indeed, it seems to me if the events of history have left 
the world unconvinced, have left the Congress unconvinced, 
that all possible means of securing peace in the world should 
be adopted, then mere words are futile. 

President Roosevelt is asking for this power; the Secre
tary of State in the last administration, Mr. Stimson, an 
able diplomat, a great Secretary of State, recommended this 
resolution. Nearly all the other great countries of the world 
already have vested this power in the executive heads of 
their governments. Several of the other great powers have 
asked that this power in our Government be granted to the 
President. 

No unusual or extraordinary power is sought to be vested 
in the President under this resolution. In 1911 the Congress 

gave the President the pcwer to lay a similar embargo with 
respect to the American countries in order to prevent do
mestic violence. It is only sought here to extend to the 
President, with respect to European countries, the power to 
lay an embargo upon arms, but that power is subject to the 
qualification that the embargo will not be laid until the 
President has secured the cooperation of such other countries 
as he deems necessary. 

It is to be presumed that the President of the United 
States will exercise this power, as he is presumed to exercise 
other powers, only in the interest of securing the welfare of 
this country and securing the welfare of other countries, 
and that he will use it wisely. It is necessary to assume this 
with respect to the more important powers that are vested 
in the President. An unwise President, a weak President, 
could by the exercise of the powers already vested in him 
by the Constitution plunge the country into war whether 
this power to lay an embargo were vested in him or not. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. FrsHl, who heads 
the minority report from the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
against this bill, uses many words in an attempt to prove 
that this is an extraordinary power and that it is dangerous 
to grant it to the President. The minority report contains 
a multiplicity of words, but is barren of any constructive 
thought. The gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH] quotes 
the memorandum submitted by two professors, said to be 
authorities on international law, in an attempt to prove 
that neutrality, in the sense of international law, is still 
existent and still possible. But if it be true that there may 
be another great war in which we may not be involved, it 
is also more and more true that we are very likely to be 
involved in it. 

I shall not attempt in the brief space of time allotted to 
me to discuss the various phases of this question. which 
have been very ably presented by the majority members of 
the Foreign Affairs Committee and by others who have for 
a long time been familiar with the object sought to be 
accomplished by this bill. But I should be ashamed not to 
stand up and be counted as an advocate of world peace. 

It is easy to sneer at the efforts to promote world peace. 
It is easy to sneer at those who believe in strengthening the 
means for international conciliation and the means of pre
venting and prohibiting war. It is easy to sneer at men 
and call them idealists, internationalists, and even pacifists, 
but I am not ashamed to be an advocate of world peace. 
I am not ashamed to be called an internationalist, and I 
am not ashamed even to be called a pacifist, provided that 
with this term there does not go the assumption that I will 
not support and defend my country in its lawful pursuits. 
Men of my blood, forbears of mine, have served in every 
war fought upon the American Continent from the earliest 
struggles between the French and English. 

But I do not believe that any good or constructive thing 
has been accomplished by any war in which we or any other 
nation ever engaged which might not have been accom
plished without the shedding of blood, save only such con
flicts as have been fought in pursuance of what Jefferson 
called " the sacred right of revolution." I do not believe 
that the cause of civilization will be advanced through the 
mangling and crippling of the bodies of my sons and of 
your sons by the instruments of modern warfare. 

The minority Members, opposed to this resolution, have 
injected the issue of the League of Nations into this simple 
question. Let me say here that there is nothing in this 
resolution which should deter anyone who honestly opposes 
our entry into the League of Nations from voting in favor 
of it. 

We are not here to debate the question of the League of 
Nations. Let me say, however, that while the issue of the 
League of Nations is not at all pertinent to this question, I 
wish to contradict that often-repeated statement made by 
the opponents of this resolution, that the League of Nations 
has been repudiated by the American people. 

The Republicans won the national election of 1920 and 
elected Warren G. Harding President of the United States, 
and there fallowed the most shameful and corrupt period in 
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our national history, with the possible exception of the 
administration of President Grant. One would tQ.ink that 
even the opponents of this resolution would hesitate now to 
refer to the national election of 1920 and the events that 
fallowed it. They must, indeed, be hard up for arguments 
or else they must believe that the American people are very 
forgetful. 

So far as the League of Nations is concerned as an issue 
in that campaign of 1920, Mr. Harding and the Republican 
Party obtained unquestionably some millions of votes under 
false pretenses and by deliberately deceiving the American 
electorate, because Mr. Harding upon several occasions dur
ing that campaign gave a solemn pledge and promise to the 
~erican people that he favored and would further our 
entry into the League of Nations or some similar associa
tion of nations designed to secure peace. That he and his 
managers in that campaign fooled the American electorate 
about this issue is shown by the fact that 1,000 American 
citizens, men and women, who were leaders in all lines of 
life, nearly all of them Republicans, signed a statement urg
ing the election of Mr. Harding as President, and said they 
were doing so upon the understanding that he favored the 
League of Nations and the entry of the United States 
therein. 

Among those 1,000 were such prominent Republicans as 
former President William H. Taft and Dr. Nicholas Murray 
Butler. There were also numbered among them a majority 
of leading college and university presidents, many of them 
as prominent in education and letters as the professors of 
international law cited by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. FISH] in the minority report upon this resolution. 

The justness of a cause may often be known by its enemies 
as well as by its friends. I have never known an association 
of undertakers who opposed the passing of sanitary meas
ures or of public health laws upon the ground that such 
measures or such laws would increase the death rate. But 
if there were such an association of undertakers who did 
oppose health laws upon such grounds, I would question the 
sincerity of their motives and the truthfulness of the reason 
that they gave for their action. 

There was a World War from 1914 to 1918, and the United 
States was brought into it, and that war left us nothing but 
our debts, the memories of those who were killed and of 
those who suffered. The League of Nations did not bring 
us into the World War. The power of the President to lay 
an embargo upon arms did not bring us into the World War. 
National isolation will not keep us out of another world 
war, if one ensues, any more than the national economic 
isolation, attempted as a policy for the last 12 years of 
Republican misrule, has kept us from suffering from the 
greatest depression in our history. 

The opponents of this measure are apparently untouched 
by the events of history or by the march of mankind. 

It is a significant fact that in the hearings held upon this 
resolution in the Seventy-second Congress by the Foreign 
Affairs Committee the principal opposition to the bill was 
presented by the representatives of the manufacturers of 
arms and munitions in this country. And while I do not 
question the motives of any Member of this House who op
poses this resolution upon the ground that he fears that it 
may involve us in war instead of promoting peace, I say again 
that the fact that the manufacturers of munitions and arms 
in this country are opposed to this resolution is to my mind 
an argument in favor of its adoption, and when they give 
as their reasons that they fear lest it may promote war, I 
put them in the same category as those in the instance just 
assumed. 

In the debate upon this question it has been the favorite 
argument of the opponents of this resolution to refer to 
those who favor it as pacifists or internationalists. I am 
surprised that the ranking minority member of the com
mittee [Mr. FlsH] did not also call us communists. The 
calling of · such names does not constitute a good argument, 
although it may persuade some people who think by using 
copybook terms. 

The opponents of this measure speak sneeringly of the 
fact that various peace associations are supporting this reso
lution, such as the Foreign Policy Association, the League of 
Women Voters, various associations for the advancement of 
peace, and the Association for the League of Nations, as 
though that in itself constitutes a condemnation of any
thing that they support. And yet these same opponents do 
not hesitate to align themselves with the various organiza
tions and interests who have profited by other wars and who 
are unquestionably fearful lest the peace association shall 
prevent war and lessen the demand for· arms and munitions 
and thereby cut down their profits. 

The opponents of the resolution claim that peace is their 
object. Well, inasmuch as they resort to this method of 
argument by calling names, I think it would be fair to say 
that their emblem should not ba the dove of peace but that 
other bird of sinister hue and keen vision which soars high 
in the air and which looks afar, not for its living but for 
its prey long since dead. 

Washington and Jefferson have been quoted, or rather 
misquoted, with regard to entangling alliances. I wonder 
why those who still rely upon that antiquated argument do 
not refuse to avail themselves of the radio, the wireless, the 
airplane, or even the automobile, and use the stage coach 
for their physical as well as their mental movements. 

In the interest of humanity and of the welfare of our 
own people and of the people of the world I urge that you 
grant this power to the President. [Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 8 minutes to the gentle
man from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH]. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, in the brief time al
lowed, I beg your indulgence while I attempt to call your 
attention to two phases of this problem which I think have 
not yet been emphasized, if, indeed, they have been men
tioned at all in this discussion. Let me remind you, no 
matter how anxious we are to maintain peace, that the 
philosophy back of this proposal is the philosophy of force. 
Indeed, if we will examine into most of the proposals for 
the maintenance of peace, starting from the Versailles Con
ference and crystallizing into the agreement reached by so 
many nations, but not including our own, upon the Cove
nant of the League of Nations, you will find that underly
ing all those proposals for the maintenance of peace was 
the doctrine of force. That doctrine is set forth in the 
tenth article of the Covenant and in the sixteenth article. 
The sixteenth article, I may remind you, is what may be 
termed the boycott or embargo article, to be employed by the 
powers strong enough to employ it. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WADSWORTH. I decline to yield at this moment. I 

have not the time. 
Mr. BLOOM. I shall give the gentleman the time, if he 

will yield for a question. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. I prefer not to. I may have the 

time in a little while. Any embargo put into effect by any 
government must in the last analysis rest upon force. It 
cannot possibly succeed unless the government imposing the 
embargo is strong enough to maintain it in the face of 
opposition, especially the opposition of its proposed victim. 
It is proposed by this resolution to authorize the President 
of the United States, as I see it, to employ the force of the 
Government and the people of the United States in cooper
ation with other governments likewise employing force to 
discipline, as it were, some other power. 

I can remember very well the discussions which went on 
in 1919 in another body in connection with the League of 
Nation's Covenant, and it was generally conceded by the 
proposers and the supporters of the Covenant that it could 
not possibly succeed unless the great powers giving their 
adherence to it understood in advance that the force which 
they could employ collectively would have to be employed 
in the event that some other nation ran amuck. It is now 
proposed that the President of the United States be author
ized to make an agreement with one or more other powers 
to employ the force of the United States to discip!ine those 
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other powers. We start off by the iMposition of an em
bargo. It seems a simple thing to do at the outset. It i~ 
easy to talk about; but before you have gone far in the 
enforcement of an embargo, you find that the field to be 
covered by the embargo grows with astonishing strides. 
I have asked during this debate for someone to define the 
term "munitions", and I am told that Mr. Wickersham, a 
former Attorney General of the United States, has given a 
definition of it. I have not yet heard the definition. If he 
gave his definition while he was Attorney General of the 
United States, the definition is hopelessly out of date, for 
there is scarcely any article used by human beings today 
which, in the event of a major emergency, does not become 
a munition of war. An embargo under the circumstances 
of modern war is the equivalent of a blockade. It must be 
put into effect and carried on by force. The country that 
decides to enforce a complete embargo of munitions against 
another country will, before it gets through, employ its 
armed vessels. I have opposed the doctrine of force or 
the philosophy of force as applied to the attempt to bring 
about universal peace. I think we are going exactly in the 
wrong direction. We cannot force people to be good and 
we cannot force nations to be good for any length of time. 
It has always been a matter of wonder to me that so many 
gentle-hearted people, including ministers of the gospel, and 
members of the Woman's Christian Temperance Union, who 
desire to bestow great benefits upon the world and spread 
sweetness and light, invariably apply for belp from the 
police force. 

And that is just what this embargo thing implies. It pro
poses that we shall attempt to enforce peace, and when it 
comes down to a practical demonstration which powers are 
going to employ the force, will it be what might be termed 
"the second-or third-rate powers "-the little countries? 
Not at all. It will be a group of the great powers, not to ex
ceed 4 or 5 or 6 in number-and they will want us to be with 
them-who will seek to place all the rest of the world in a 
strait-jacket and keep it there, under the threat of employing 
an embargo or blockade against any nation, especially the 
smaller ones, that dares misbehave itself in the matter of 
threatening some degree of hostility. So let us not fool our
selves as to the grim facts that lie underneath these proposals 
for the employment of an international embargo. It must 
in the last analysis be enforced with guns-guns mounted 
on ships and guns in the hands of men treading the surface 
of the earth. 

One other phase of this thing I desire to impress upon 
you, if I may, something I have had very deeply at heart 
for many years. We Americans are not a homogeneous 
people. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH] has expired. 
· Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I am glad to yield to the dis
tinguished gentleman from New York 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. We may say that the people of 
France are a homogeneous people, as they come largely 
from one race. 

We may say the same of the British people, who come 
largely from Anglo-Saxon and Celtic mixtures. We may 
say the same of the Germans and we may say the same of 
the Spaniards, but we here in America come from many 
national origins, many racial origins. We are a conglom
erate people. I firmly believe that Washington understood 
that fact when he warned us against becoming entangled in 
foreign politics [applause], because we are peculiarly sus
ceptible to the danger of dissension here among our own 
people whenever we take part in a foreign quarrel, because 
our people are apt to sympathize with one side or the other, 
in view of their separate and differing national origins. If 
we clothe the President of the United States with the power 
to decide which nation abroad is erring, which nation should 
be disciplined, instantly we invite all the sympathizers of 
that nation, residents in and citizens of the United States, 
to protest against his proposed act. We invite all the 
enemies of that country or nonsympathizers who are citizens 
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to urge him to act. This thing means dissension among the 
people of the United States, because it injects the Govern
ment of the United States into foreign politics. The instant 
you do that you inject foreign politics into Ol,lr domestic 
politics. I would regret the day when the President of the 
United States, attempting to act for all the people, was 
called upon to choose sides in a foreign quarrel. This pro
posed resolution attempts to put that very responsibility on 
him. The doors of the White Hquse, under those circum
stances, would, :figuratively speaking, be stormed by the 
adherents-adherents through descent and sentiment-of 
the various foreign nations involved in the dispute and 
dissension would arise in America. 

My friends, go very, very slow before you endanger the 
happiness and contentment of the American people. 
[Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH] has again expired. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. BLOOM]. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, after listening to the gentle
man who has just taken his seat and other gentlemen who 
have spoken this afternoon and yesterday on this resolution, 
it would appear to me as if they all had in their hands one 
of George M. Cohan's :flags. They have all been waving 
the American :flag and none of them has really interpreted 
this resolution as it was originally intended and reported by 
the Foreign A1Iairs Committee. They are reading more 
things into the resolution, they are making more statements 
that are not in the resolution, than anyone could possibly 
imagine. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. F!sHJ knows it never 
has been the thought or intention of the last administration 
or this administration that this resolution should ref er in 
any special way to Japan. Personally, I think it is abso
lutely wrong that any Member of the Congress of the United 
States should stand upon this floor and make the state
ments that have been made with reference to this resolution 
and its connection with Japan. 

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLOOM. No; I do not yield now. 
Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. I should like to know what 

nation it does refer to. _ 
Mr. BLOOM. Does the gentleman want his remark in 

the RECORD? 
Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. I said I thought it referred to 

Japan, and I still think so, and that we inherited this from 
the old administration. If it does not ref er to Japan, what 
nation does it refer to? 

Mr. BLOOM. It refers to no nation in particular. There 
is no one who knows that better than the ranking minority 
member of the Foreign Affairs Committee, Mr. HAMILTON 

FisH. Let me tell you something about this matter. The 
gentleman from New York [Mr. F!sH] brought this matter 
out at the hearings before the Committee on Foreign Af.
fairs, and when word went back to Secretary Stimson that 
Mr. FrsH was speaking with reference to this resolution and 
its connection with Japan, Mr. Stimson resented that re
mark and statement and inference, and he came before the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs to deny the statement of the 
gentleman from New York, and to say that it was untrue 
that this resolution in any way had any connection with or 
reference to Japan or any other particular nation. What 
happened after that? 

The bill was presented again to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. Again the gentleman from New York made 
the statement with reference to Japan, and I understand 
the gentleman from New YoTk [Mr. FrsHJ went to the state 
Department and examined letters and papers and cable
grams and everything else that was there, and went through 
everything from A to Z, in order to convince himself that 
this resolution had reference to Japan. I think the gentle
men who have spoken on this floor against this resolution 
and have introduced this war talk and talk about peace have 
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done more to harm the friendly relations of the nations of 
the world than a thousand such resolutions can bring about. 

Now, let us see who are the people that oppase this reso
lution. Yesterday a Member asked who they were. At the 
hearing before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs 
statements were made by Mr. Joseph C. Green, Division of 
Western European Affairs, State Department; Miss Dorothy 
Detzer, representing the Women's International League for 
Peace and Freedom; Mrs. Helen Hoy Greeley, Madison, Wis.; 
Mrs. N. N. Nock, representing American War Mothers; Miss 
Jeanette Rankin, former Member of Congress. 

The following witnesses were against the resolution: Mr. 
Luther K. Bell, general manager Aeronautical Chamber of 
Commerce; Mr. Guy Vaughn, director Aeronautical Chamber 
of Commerce; Mr. W. A. Mara, vice president Stinson Air
craft Corparation; Mr. Luther Becker, Chief, Iron and Steel 
Division, Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, De
partment of Commerce; Mr. Charles F. Barndt, representing 
the Great Lakes Aircraft Corporation; Mr. Thomas A. Mor
gan, president Aeronautical Chamber of Commerce of Amer
ica; Mr. H.F. Beebe, representing the Winchester Repeating 
Arms. Co. 

Oh, they are opposed to this resolution. They are all 
fighting very hard now against this resolution. Mr. Samuel 
M. Stone, president of the Colts Patent Firearms Manufac
turing Co. They are for peace! They are opposed to this 
resolution because they want peace. The Honorable EDWARD 
W. Goss, a Representative in Congress from Connecticut. 
Mr. F. J. Monahan, representing the Remington Arms Co. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 

10 additional minutes. 
Mr. BLOOM. Why should all these peace-loving people 

oppose this bill? The Remington Arms Co., the Colts Fire
arms Co., all the munition manufacturers and the people 
around New Haven, Conn., come down here and say: "This 
is terrible. I have got two American flags in my hands. I am 
waving two. I am for peace. I sell revolvers and I sell guns." 
That is the evidence here. 

Mr. CLAIBORNE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLOOM. Certainly. 
Mr. CLAIBORNE. If we got rid of our munitions of war, 

where would we get supplies for our next war? 
Mr. SISSON. We do not want to have any. 

· Mr. CLAIBORNE. Does the gentleman believe such a 
condition will ever come to pass? 

Mr. BLOOM. You know one always goes back to Wash
ington, Jefferson, Adams, Madison, Monroe. I should just 
like to read something that is really in point. I am not 
going to go back to Washington because I am afraid when 
my good friend from Pennsylvania over here--

Mr. BECK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLOOM. I shall be delighted to yield. 
Mr. BECK. I was wondering how, in view of the very 

notable and distinguished service the gentleman now speak
ing rendered his country in recalling the great memories 
of Washington, he reconciles that service with his present 
policy, that of scrapping the policy of George Washington. 
·[Applause.] May I just add to the question, as a double
barreled one, how, as a true and tried Democrat, he recon
ciles his present palicy with the statement of Jefferson 
which proscribed entangling alliances. 

Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman from Pennsylvania will 
agree with me that the statement that was made on the 
floor of this House about Washington's position regarding 
foreign entanglements was never made by Gen. George 
Washington. 

Mr. BECK. I said Jefferson. 
Mr. BLOOM. I am going to prove the other fellow wrong 

first before I prove the gentleman from Pehnsylvania wrong. 
That is a fact, is it not? 

Mr. BECK. Yes; Washington never said it. 
· Mr. BLOOM. Washington never said it. Jefferson did. 
As long as we are on the subject, let us find out what 
Jefferson said on another occasion. I think the gentleman 
will agree with me that conditions in Washington's 'time 

were entirely different from conditions of the .present time. 
We were not manufacturers of munitions in those days and 
had nothing to export. And although, literally speaking, 
Washington did say these things at the time his proclama
tion was made-there is no question about it-but in spirit, 
the gentleman will agree with me, Washington thought 
otherwise. Now let us get back to the subject and see what 
Jefferson said. This is very interesting, Mr. Speaker, and 
I think .it should be told. Jefferson, to the British Minister, 
May 15, 1793, said this: 

Our citizens have been always free to make, vend, and export 
arms. It is the constant occupation and Uvelihood of some of 
them. To suppress their callings, the only means, perhaps, of their 
subsistence, because a war exists in foreign and distant coun
tries, in which we have no concern, would scarcely be expected. 
It would be hard in principle and impossible in practice. The 
law of nations, therefore, respecting the rights of those at peace 
does not requir-e from them such an internal disarrangement m 
their occupations. • • • 

Now, Jefferson said we are going to sell munitions of war 
any place we want to sell them; that we are manufacturers 
over here. Is that what Washington said? No. He did 
not care what happened. He did not care what treaties 
there were. He said, in effect: "If you ship munitions or 
other· contraband and you are caught, you must lose your 
cargo. The United States will not protect you." 

A thing that should be remembered is that the authority 
which would be conferred upon the Executive by the passage 
of this resolution would be exercised by any Chief Executive 
of the United States to the sole end of maintaining the 
peace of the world. This is all we are concerned about. We 
are only concerned about maintaining the peace of the world. 

Mr. TINKHAM. Will the honorable Representative say 
whether or not he thinks it is our :first duty to maintain the 
peace of the United States? 

Mr. BLOOM. It is strange no one has applauded that 
statement. Really and truly, that should have been ap
plauded, and I am going to applaud that myself. Let me 
ask the gentleman a question: Does the gentleman from 
Massachusetts think that we can maintain the peace of the 
United States without maintaining the peace of the world? 
I do not believe the gentleman thinks of the peace of the 
United States without considering the peace of the world. 

Mr. TINKHAM. I certainly do, I will say to the honor
able Representative. 

Mr. BLOOM. Then the gentleman wants to be alone. 
Mr. HOEPPEL. Will the gentleman kindly explain how 

you can maintain peace without force? 
Mr. BLOOM. In other words, the only way the gentle

man and I can get together is to keep on punching each 
other all the time. Is this the gentleman's idea of peace? 
I should like to find out what is the gentleman's idea~ · 

Mr. HOEPPEL. Answer my question. 
Mr. BLOOM. That is the answer. · The gentleman be

lieves in :fighting and. at the end of the fi'ght, having peace. 
Mr. HOEPPEL. How is the peace of the municipality 

maintained here except by force? That is the way you 
maintain peace everywhere. · · 

Mr. BLOOM. No; we do not maintain peace by force. 
We have our police patrol to maintain peace, but we do not 
go up to a man and hit him over the head with some kind 
of club and say, "Now, you hav·e got to be quiet because I 
have got you down." 

Mr. HOEPPEL. That is what they do here in Washing .. 
ton, D.C. . 

Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman from New York [Mr. WADs
·woRTH] yesterday asked what was considered munitions of 
war. I do not know whether I shall have the time, but I 
should like to put in the RECORD General Wickersham's opin
ion as to the definition of "arms and munitions of war." 
This will answer the gentleman's question with reference 
to cotton, and will answer questions with reference to all 
the things that are considered munitions of war. 

Mr. CLAIBORNE. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr: BLOOM. Yes. 
Mr. CLAIBORNE. I do not know what Mr. Wickersham 

says in that letter are munitions of war, but I know that 
Lee marched north to get shoes and fl.our for his army. 
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Mr. BLOOM. I agree that the gentleman does not know 

what is in this letter and I am going to put it in the RECORD 
and the gentleman can read it tomorrow and find out what 
is in it. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to insert in the 
RECORD a letter from Henry S. Coffin, of the Union Theo
logical Seminary, a letter from W. Russell Bowie, of the 
Grace Church Rectory, a letter from Heber Harper, of the 

·Teachers College, Columbia University, New York City, a 
letter from Prof. Irving Fisher, of New Haven, Conn.-! 
have one man in New Haven who is with us-and Mr. H. S. 
Person, of the Taylor Society. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, how many letters are there? 

Mr. BLOOM. Four or five. 
Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right 

to object. Are these letters from some old ladies or all of 
them from some preachers? 

Mr. BLOOM. I do not think the gentleman ought to 
object to the letters of the old ladies or preachers. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
think they should go in the RECORD, and I therefore object. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the RECORD by including the letter 
from General Wickersham to which I referred. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
objection to that. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SIROVICH). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. · 
[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 

1 additional minute. 
Mr. BECK. Will my friend yield for a question? 
Mr. BLOOM. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. BECK. The gentleman with his usual charm has 

illuminated this discussion with many historical references, 
which would not surprise the House, and I want to ask him 
one other question, and that is whether he thinks our War 
of Independence would have been won and this Nation cre
ated and Washington made an immortal character if we had 
been unable to import munitions from France. 

Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman ought to know we did not 
import munitions from France. They were given to us 
and France sent them over here. [Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. BECK. Will the gentleman yield just for a cor
rection? 

[Here the gavel f ell.l 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 

from New York 1 more minute. 
Mr. BECK. Is it not a fact that far from being a gift to 

the United States the munitions of war w~re imported from 
France through the so-called " commercial house of Rode
riques & Cie., under which name the Beaumarchais masque
raded, and that France always contended and made us 
recognize that we owed France for the munitions thus 
furnished? 

[Here the gavel fell.l 
Mr. LUNDEEN. Why not yield the gentleman time and 

let us enjoy the comedy? 
Mr. BLOOM. This is not comedy. 
Mr. LUNDEEN. It is to you, but it is not to us. 
Mr. BLOOM. If the gentleman knew more about the sub

ject under discussion, he would know how serious it is. 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 

from New York 1 additional minute. 
Mr. BLOOM. I may say to the gentleman from Minne

sota that I meant no disrespect, because the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. BECK] and I understand each other 
perfectly. I will answer the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
in this way. 

In the first place, France sent munitions of war and sent 
money over here. This was not until she had found out 
that we were on the road to victory. The first money that 
was sent over here was sent through France by Spain. 
LaFayette, when he was 19 years of age, escaped from 

France and went to Spain and left from Spain for the 
Colonies. 

Not until long after did France make any claim at all for 
any money or for any debt regarding munitions that she 
sent over here. It was not until long after the representa
tions made by LaFayette that France came across and gave 
us help. · 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. I yield 2 minutes more to the gen-
tleman from New York. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLOOM. I yield. 
Mr. BRIGGS. I want to ask the gentleman if the reason 

for the opposition of the munition makers to this resolution 
is because they are afraid that it will plunge the United 
States into war? [Laughter.] 

Mr. BLOOM. The munition manufacturers and the air
craft manufacturers seem much concerned about this reso
lution. They oppose it. They are the only ones who op
pose it. I can really understand why the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MARTIN] would object to the insertion 
in the RECORD of the letters that tell the true story. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BLOOM. No. 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The gentleman has men

tioned my name. 
Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman can get his own time. His 

is the only objection that has been made to the introduc
tion of letters or anything else in this debate. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The gentleman knows 
that it is not customary to insert letters from difierent in
dividuals in the RECORD. 

Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman objects to the insertion of 
the letters, but I will get them in some way. [Laughter 
and applause.] 

The Wickersham letter is as fallows: 
OFFICE OF THE ATl'ORNEY GENERAL, 

Washington, D.C., March 25, 191Z. 
The Honorable the SECRETARY OF STATE. 

Sm: The President has requested me to send to you and to the 
other Departments concerned in the enforcement of the proclama
tion issued by the President March 14, 1912, pursuant to the joint 
resolution of Congress approved on that day, respecting the ex
tradition of arms and munitions of war into Mexico, a definition 
for practical use in the carrying out o! such proclamation. 

In my opinion the phrase "arms and munitions of war ", as 
used in the said joint resolution and the President's proclama
tion. should be interpreted as referring to those articles which 
are primarily and ordinarily used for military purposes in time 
of war, such as weapons of every species used for the destruction 
of life, and projectiles, cartridges, ammunition of all sorts, and 
other supplies used or useful in connection therewith, including 
parts used for the repair or manufacture of such arms, a.nd raw 
material employed in the manufacture of such ammunition; also 
dynamite, nitroglycerine, or other explosive substances; also gun 
mountings, limber boxes, limbers, military wagons, field forges. 
and their component parts, comprising equipment of a distinc~ly 
mllitary character, articles of camp equipment and their dis
tinctive parts, and implements manufactured exclusively for the 
manufacture of implements of war or for the manufacture or 
repair of arms or war material. 

Food.stuffs, ordinary clothing, and ordinary articles of peaceful 
commerce are not included in the prohibition. 

Respectfully, 
GEO. w. WICKERSHAM, Attorney ~ General. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 1 minute for the 
purpose of calling attention to the inaccuracy of the state
ment of the gentleman from New York [Mr. BLooMl. He 
stated that I visited the State Department in order to ex
amine letters and files there in connection with this resolu
tion. I never asked or never was invited and did not look 
at a single letter or file in the State Department that had 
any connection with the pending resolution. In spite of 
what the gentleman said, his statement is totally inaccu
rate, false, and uncalled for. 

Now, the gentleman from New York [Mr. BLOOM] also 
denied that Washington gave any advice about entangling 
alliances. I want to read an extract from his Farewell 
Address. 
• • • when we may choose peace or war, a.sour interest, guideQ 
by justice, shall dictate. 
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Why forego the advantages of so peculiar a situation? Why 

quit our own to stand upon foreign ground? Why, by interweav
ing our destiny with that of any part of Europe, entangle our 
peace and prosperity in the toils of European ambition, rival.ship, 
interest, humor, or caprice? 

If that is not a protest in plain English against entangling 
alliances what other .possible meaning can it have? 

Now, I want to say most emphatically and most deliber
ately, after listening to this debate, that I know of no other 
nation that this resolution is aimed against except Japan. 
I want that to go into the RECORD. If it is aimed against 
any other nation let us hear what nation it is. [Ap.plause.l 

Mr. MCREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield half a minute 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. BLOOM]. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, after listening to the gentle
man from New York [Mr. FI.slll read from Washington's 
Farewell Address I still say, and in the statement of the 
reading of the gentleman from New York, that Washington 
never made the statement regarding entangling alliances; 
and in that statement that the gentleman from New York 
just read I maintain it still does not say entangling alli
ances. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle
man from California [Mr. CHURcHl. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker and ladies and gentlemen of 
the House, I am more opposed to this resolution than I have 
been to any other resolution that has been before Congress 
since the resolution of April 1917, which decreed that we 
should enter the World War. Claude Kitchin, a man with a 
bigger heart and brain than any other man who was a 
Member of this House in those deplorable war days, said here 
on this floor in speaking against the war resolution: 

Profoundly impressed with the gravity of the situation, appre
ciating to the fullest the penalties which a war-mad moment will 
impose, my conscience and judgment, after mature thought and 
fervent prayer for rightful guidance, have marked out clearly the 
path of my duty, and I have made up my mind to walk it, if I go 
barefooted and alone. • • • I have come to the undoubting 
conclusion that I should vote against this resolution. 

It takes time to demonstrate just who are our men of 
real vision. Had the Sixty-fifth Congress followed the 
leadership of Claude Kitchin in reference to the resolution 
plunging us into the World War, how changed would be our 
position now. Upward of a hundred thousand young lives 
would have been spared. Upwards of $50,00·0,000,000 
would have been saved . . We would have no moratoriums or 
conferences on European debts. We would have no sick 
and disabled soldiers filling our hospitals, and there would 
be no World War pensions to oppress us for years to come. 
America would still be loved, and would still be the light 
of the world. 

If Claude Kitchin were here now, in my opinion, he would 
rather resign his seat in Congress than vote for the resolu
tion being considered here today. 

If this resolution becomes the permanent law of this 
country, in time to come it will add almost countless tomb
stones to the acres and acres of white marble slabs over in 
Arlington that now mark the long, long resting place of the 
American boys who fell as a result of the resolution of 1917. 
If this resolution now being con.Sidered becomes the perma
nent law of our country, it will cause, in time, the sands and 
soil of the United States to be stained with thousands of 
barrels of blood from the hearts of the young men of 
America. 

Let us read this resolution once again. 
Resolved, etc., That whenever the President finds that 1n any 

part of the world conditions exist such that the sb.1pment of 
arms or munitions of war from countries which produce these 
commodities may promote or encourage the employment of force 
tn the course of dispute or confilct between nations, and, after 
securing the cooperation of such governments as the President 
deems necessary, he makes proclamation thereof, it shall be un
lawful to export, or sell for export, except under such 11m.1tations 
and exceptions as the President prescribes, any arms or munitions 
of war from any place in the United States to such country or 
count ries as he may designate, until othenvise ordered by the 
President or by Congress. 

First, it is provided that the President, whoever he may 
happen to be, wise or unwise, with strong war tendencies or 

otherwise, a patriotic lover of America or an ambitious 
man eager for glory and self-renown--any President must 
delve into the disputes and conflicts of the world and de
cide which nation he thinks is right and then place an em
bargo against the nation he thinks is wrong. He surely 
would not place an embargo against a nation he thinks is 
in the right. If this would not engender foreign entangle
ments, I do not know what would. The President of the 
United States, and through him all the people of this coun- · 
try, sitting in judgment on the disputes and wars of all 
mankind! 

After coming to a conclusion as to who is right in the 
trouble, the President then secures the cooperation of such 
governments as he deems necessary, after consulting with 
them as to their views of the situation, and places the em
bargo. By so doing the President would be entering into 
an alliance and entanglement with as many or as few 
nations as he sees fit. The embargo itself, under such ·con
ditions, would be tantamount to a declaration of war. Such 
action on the part of our Government, even if it did not 
itself lead to war, would engender bitterness that would last 
for years. 

Says one, "So you have no confidence in President Roose
velt." I am not talking about President Roosevelt. I am 
thinking about it from the standpoint of all the Presidents 
yet to be. This resolution, if it becomes a law, will last for 
all time unless it is repealed. Further, let me say I doubt 
if Franklin D. Roosevelt ever read this resolution, or that 
he favors it or wants to assume the obligation contained 
therein. 

Do not get the idea that I do not believe in embargoes on 
munitions of war. If I had the power, I would make it the 
law of our land that ·ammunition and munitions of war 
could never be sold or shipped from the United States to 
any nation on earth. Let them make their own preparations 
fox war; let them beat their own plowshares into swords 
and their own pruning hooks into spears; but let us not 
for a few worthless, filthy dollars prepare them for their 
merciless and inhuman work. Over in the West the man 
who knowingly places the gun in the hands of a murderer 
is as guilty as he who sheds the blood. The Government 
of the United States, as far as I am concerned, can do away 
with all the great private factories that turn out imple
ments of death and kindred things and perform its own 
necessary work in that respect at Government expense. 
· We send up a hypocritical cry for peace, and the peoples 
of the world look on and jeer as they see our ships covered 
with dollar marks bearing to the uttermost parts of the 
earth our munitions and wicked devices for the taking of 
human life. 

No one is more devoted to the cause of peace than I am, 
and no one detests war more than I, but I believe with all 
my heart that we should be thoroughly prepared for war. 
So long as we live in such a time as we do, when the nations 
everywhere are preparing for war; so long as we are still 
in the jungles and still practice the old doctrine that might 
is right, I firmly believe that this country should be armed 
to the teeth-not for the purpose of quarreling with the 
world, but for the purpose of being ready should any nation 
come over here and quarrel with us. 

When humanity finished its great western march and 
:finally landed here on this rich and glorious land, bordered 
by the two great oceans of the world, here at the end of the 
great circular march they virtually found the fabulous pot 
of gold. Here they established a Government of the peo
ple, for the people, and by the people-a Government des
tined to be the light of the world. It is up to us to protect 
this great heritage against the enemies of humanity. Like 
hungry predatory animals sizing up their prey some nations 
are looking upon us with gnashing teeth, ready, and getting 
ready, to make the fatal move when it seems to them we are 
unprepared. This world is not run by Sunday-school meth
ods and if we are wise, we will be prepared at all times for 
the iron and merciless heel of war. I am in fa var of every 
move in the world that is calculated to bring about univer
sal peace, but I do not believe in giving away my overcoat 
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in the dead of winter; neither do I believe in scuttling our 
ships when other nations are building more. 

If I had the power, I would start right now building air
ships and bombing planes, and I would continue to build 
them until we had planes enough to drive from our shores 
any nation, however strong, that might attack our land. Let 
me further say that if I had the power I would make a law 
so that wealth as well as man power would be conscripted 
in case of war. This would have a tendency to smother the 
spirit of war. I will extend in the REcoRD parts of a speech 
of mine printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of April 5, 
1917, the day before we entered the great World War, mak
ing the same a part of this speech. It here follows: 

war zone by Germany are in neither instance intended as an insult 
to us, but are the result of exigencies, as they claim, to which they 
have been driven in fighting for their existence and life. 

I have no patience with any citizen of this country devoid of 
patriotism and reason who wants to go within the war zone. While 
three fourths of the world ls prostrate with grief, and military law 
is generally in force and more than 30,000,000 men are on the bat
tlefield, it is no hardship for me to r.emain at home. 

I know a thousand young men in my district in the West who 
in case of war will volunteer and follow the flag, if necessary, 
into the very jaws of death. I do not want these faithful, 
thoughtful boys, sons of pioneers, who since they were 5 years of 
age have had sense enough to take shelter when the storm is on, 
to have to lay down their lives to avenge the loss of those who 
in search of trouble and new thrills ventured into this condemned 
zone of war. Neither am I concerned because during the remain
der of the war the attitude of the belligerents will prevent, to a 

WAR WITH GERMANY certain degree, the exportation of our goods. In view of the un-
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, I can see many reasons why we should heard-of high prices which riow prevail, it is self-evident that more 

not go into this war, but I am unable to see one reason why we of our produce should be retained here in order to reduce the 
1 thin ttl d b hi h uld at prices at home. shou d. No g was ever se e y war w c co n have Another big reason why I am opposed to our becoming one of 

been settled better sqme other way. There never was a war that the belligerents is that not one man whom our soldiers will kill 
was not an indictment against the human race. If we must have has had even a word to say in regard to bringing on the war, and 
war, it shows our weakness and depravity; it proves that we are not one in a hundred thousand who will fall before our guns will 
still uncivilized and in the jungles. ever know the cause of the war in which they fought and died. 

I had hoped that our people were at least a little wiser than The saddest part of the whole thing is that when it is all over 
the other peoples of the world; that our goodly land, our high and the terms of peace are presented, the rulers of the nations 
pretenses, and our hopes and fears had caused us to actually grow will come out of seclusion with their families all intact--the same 
and burst the shell; but such is not the case, for it is decreed rulers who declared and brought on the war-and will treat to
that we must abandon our high ambitions, extinguish our lights, gether and arrange the terms of peace. They caused the war, 
call back our vanguards, turn around and take up the barbarous and during its duration lived in luxury, suffered none of war's 
methods of the past. It is decreed that we abandon our dreams inconveniences, ate three good meals a day, and slept in downy 
of peace and adopt the methods of the ancients and help make beds at night, while the soldiers, innocent of its cause, fought, 
again the world a slaughter pen. suffered, and died. 

Today 14 of the great nations of the earth are engaged in a. If we enter into this war, tt 1s just a matter of killing a sum-
desverate war-more gigantic, more bloody and foolish. and more cient number of innocent men to convince the rulers of the Cen
wtcked than any of the wars that have preceded it. They are tral Powers that in order to save their own unworthy heads it is 
fighting people of their own kind, who kneel before the same time to stop. 
shrine and worship the same God; they are apparently trying to Another reason why I do not favor this proposed war which the 
exterminate the human race. munition sellers and the bondholders propose to bring upon us 

If all the money, energy, and human intelligence that have been is because the soldiers whom we will put to death will leave wid
expended in this war had been used for the benefit of humanity, ows and children to mourn their loss. I never will believe that 
it would have builded homes for all of the .homeless wanderers the honor of this people demands that we should fiood the world 
on the face of the earth. with a countless horde of orphaned children. 

If a scoce of men were fighting in front o! my house-fighting We recently passed the child-labor law, preventing the little 
furiously with knives, clubs, and guns; striking wildly and all children of this country from being abused by working in manu
fighting madly for their lives-I would not think of standing facturing establishments and shops, but now it is demanded that 
around continually prodding the fighters about my rights. If I we make war on the Central Powers, killing probably a million 
did, I would expect to get a broken nose or a nasty lick over the men in order to make the Kaiser sorry, and thereby leaving some 
eye. Even if they staggered onto my radish patch, I would not at 3,000,000 more fatherless children. 
once challenge the whole bunch for a fight. No! I would get The two greatest agencies in the world are force and love. The 
out of the war zone as quickly as possible, and later see them at effect of one is temporary, while the effect of the other is endur
their homes when the fight was over and they were no longer ing. Force holds only while its power lasts. Love binds as if with 
excited but were reasonable and cool, and I would ask them if cables and bands of steel. The father who rules his family with 
they did not think they owed me something for tearing up my a rod of iron will soon lose his power, and, ridiculted and despised, 
garden -the day they had the scrap; and 10 chances to 1 they will sit at last alone while the winter storms of age beat upon 
would pay me every cent I asked, and I would go away their the roof of his abandoned home; while she who rules and draws 
friend. by love, though her form is bowed beneath the weight of years, 

I am perfectly devoted to the idea of keeping out o! a war zone is the idol of her home and the inspiration of her children's 
when a free-for-all fight is on. children. 

Instead of encouraging this war, we should devote all of our The government that holds the allegiance of its citizens only 
wisdom, energy and skill in a gigantic effort to banish war for- by an iron hand is ripe for revolution and is tottering on the 
ever from the face of the earth. It is necessary that we should brink of ruin, but the government that has the affection of its 
do this, for war lowers our standards and threatens the very people is filled with patriotism and is in the morning of its long 
existence of humanity. It makes a mockery of our morality, a day. 
mockery of our humanity, a mockery of our religton, and a mockery The nation that holds its place by force among the nations of 
of our God. It makes prayer sound like the mumuring of the the world is only hastening to a fatal day when some other power 
feeble-minded. Why should human beings call on God for mercy will grow strong, dispute its rights, and take its place. 
when they wm not show mer.cy to one another? Millions of men j ~ will give you a .human plan in which we can participate in 
today are in the trenches of Europe on their knees praying to God this war, a plan which will not cost a life, a. drop of blood, nor 

1 
for mercy, while at the same time they are looking over the em- cause a tear to fiow, save tears of gratitude and joy-that will not 
bankments trying to blow out the brains of their fellow men. If produce a moan; a sigh, a wrinkled face, or a broken heart. 
our Creator is watching us at all, I wonder that He does not get This war will doubtless cost the United States at least $20,000,
tired of the whole proposition and blot out the human race. I 000,000. Let us dedicate 5 billions of this sum to humanity's 
wonder that He did not do so in the day of Darius. I wonder cause, and with it relieve suffering instead of using it in a way 
that He did not do so in the days of Alexander, and in the days I that will produce more. Let us send $100,000,000 worth of food 
of Napoleon, and I wonder more than ever why He does not do and clothing a year to each of the belligerent governments, to 
so now. Yes; blot out the human race and start all over age.in the Allies and to the Central Powers alike, a gift to the little 
with upright beings that have mercy and humanity in their children whose fathers and brothers have fallen or who are fight
hearts. lng in the war. Five billions used in this manner would last 

If I were inclined to war-but I am not--I am sure I never more than 3 years, probably to the end of the war. If so, we will 
could get the consent of my mind to vote my country into this save $15,000,000,000 to our people by the plan. Let us print, in 
present conflict. It is such a contagious wicked unheard of their nat1ve tongues, on each package and garment sent the 
strife, without precedent in all the years of 'time. · words, " The heart of America is bleeding for you." 

It is estimated that 4 ooo ooo men have already been slain in Let each garment and food package also show a picture of the 
this war. Someone who' had computed it told me the other day beautiful American fiag, so that when the little fellows rise from 
that if all these dead were placed end to end a person could walk their beds each morning they will clothe t?emselves with at least 
a distance equal to that from San Francisco to New York and one garment, a token of mercy and kindness from far-away 
return, stepping every foot of the way upon the bodies of the dead. America, and when they eat their breakfasts they will see our 
It is also estimated that over 500,000 barrels of human blood flag and the inscription on the packages from which is secured 
has already been shed---shed in vain-for a cause unknown. The their scanty supply. 
question is, Shall we get into this monstrous conflict and add a Were we to follow this plan we would make both the giver and 
few thousand miles to the long rows of dead? receiver glad. Were we to follow this humane, sympathetic plan, 

The rights denied us both by ~e Allies and the Central Powers instead of the barbarous methods of war, America would soon be
are of a temporary nature. They will be suffered by us only dur- come in reality the light of the world. Were we to adopt ~is 
ing the existence of the war. The rifling of the mails and the method, in years to come, when the children of Europe are grown 
blockade of the North Sea by England and the declaring o.f the to be men, if some kaiser or war god should marshal his armies on 
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the field of battle against us, the then warriors, being the chil
dren whom we now feed and clothe, when they saw that fiag 
planted upon the ramparts of the enemy, would remember that 
they first saw it on their little jackets or food parcels sent them 
by a kind-hearted people across the sea, when fatherless and 
friendless, too sad even to cry, they sat alone. Do you think 
such an army would fire on that flag? No! 

By force we can never make that flag permanently popular, but 
we can do so by acts of justice and affection. " Whosoever 
killeth by the sword must die by the sword." 

I am sorry my country will not rise to this masterly occasion. 
I am sorry we are to throw down the weapons of humanity and 
take up the weapons of brutality. 

Another reason why I am opposed to going into ·this war is 
because we have so much to lose and so little to gain. 

We are not fighting for a principle, but to remove a condition. 
We are simply angry with the Kaiser, and we propose to get into 
the war and kill a few million quiet, frlendly Germans in order 
to show the Kaiser how mad we are. 

Today the United States is the only great neutral power on 
earth. It stands aloof and alone. It stands just where it ought 
to stand. For 140 years we have declared our form of government 
to be the light of the world-that our position among the nations 
is that of a brother-that we are not here to slaughter them, but 
to do the other nations good. Let us maintain our position and 
keep our course, for the hour of our supreme usefulness is at 
hand. Soon the poor, foolish, struggling, bleeding, and dying 
nations will need the helping hand of a great, just, and powerful 
friend to lift them to their feet and steady them while they learn 
to stand alone. 

It is an easy matter to get into trouble, but sometimes a very 
hard matter to get out of it. 

When we go into th:is war we are 100,000,000 happy people, but 
what will we be when we come out? When we enter it our stores 
and warehouses are full. How will it be when we come out? 
·When we go in, the grass has grown for years upon the graves of 
our honored dead. How will it be when we come out? When 
we go into this war, empty sleeves and sightless eyes ar~ almost 
unknown. How will it be after the struggle? When we go into 
it, crutches and widows' tears are out of date. How will it be 
when we come out? When we go in, we are heavily laden with 
honor and are recognized as being tl1e light of the world. How 
wm it be when we come out? 

Today we are the only great neutral nation. This ought to be 
more sacred to us than was the Ark of the Covenant to ancient 
Israel. To whom are we going to surrender our privileges for 
humanity when we sell our birthright for a mess of war pottage? 
Will China or some one of the neutral South American Republics 
take our place? 

I am unwilling to enter this war, for by so doing we will unite 
with the Allies, espouse their causes, and be obliged to fight until 
their causes, as well as our own, are won. The American people, 
-in my judgment, are not ready to form such an entangling alli
ance, against which we were warned by George Washington. 
Neither are they ready to help England, France, Italy, Russia, 
and Japan win their causes. We have not passed on the propo
sition as to who is right--the Allies or the Central Powers. 
Neither rlo we intend to, for it is none of our business. Let us 
beware lest in settling our own good cause we help settle also 
the causes of others that are bad. 

We have but to go back to the Spanish-American War to find 
an example of how two nations were grossly wronged by the same 
agencies that are now at work bringing on another war. 

John Sherman, Secretary of State during the Spanish-American 
War, made the following statement in a publlc address at his home 
in Mansfield, Ohio, at a reception given in his honor just before 
he retired as Secretary of State: 

"Had not the War with Spain been declared when it was, we 
could have secured by treaty with Spain all that we demanded." 

The United States Government in 1903 published a Report 
of the Foreign Relations of the United States for a period that 
included the diplomatic negotiations preceding the War with 
Spain. This report shows that on February 26, 1898, the American 
·minister to Spain, Gen. Stewart L. Woodford, wrote to President 
McKinley that he had obtained the " practical adjustment of every 
problem " that had been entrusted to him. On April 3, 1898, 
Minister Woodford cabled to President McKinley as !allows: 

"I! conditions at Washington still enable you to give me the 
necessary time, I am sure that before next October I will get 
peace in Cuba with justice to Cuba and protection to our great 
American interests. I know that the Queen and her ministry 
sincerely desire peace, and that if you can give me time and rea
sonable liberty of action I will get for you the peace you desire 
so much and for which you have labored so hard." 

Just a few days before we declared war Minister Woodford 
again cabled President McKinley on April 19, repent.lug the fore
going sentiments and adding: 

" I hope that nothing will be done to hummate Spain, as I am 
satisfied that the present government is going and is loyally 
ready to go as fa.st and as far as it can. With your power of 
action, sufficiently free, you will win the fight on your own 
lines." 

Yet on Apnl 19 Congress ordered armed intervention in Cuba 
and 3 days later adopted a resolution in which it declared that 
" war exists." 

What a shame to the American people that a war was unneces
sarily declared, which resulted in the death of 6,305 officers and 

enlisted men. wherein hundreds of mmions of dollars were spent, 
when the matter could have been settled by ink and pen. 

Mr. Speaker, I am opposed tO declaring war on Germany for 
the further reason that, in my judgment, 98 percent of the peo
ple of the United States are against such a declaration. On 
January 31, 1916, I introduced House Joint Resolution 138, which 
provided for a change of article I, section 8, division 11 of the 
Constitution of the United States, which section defines the 
powers of Congress to declare war. Congress has the power at 
present to declare war whenever it shall see fit. I seek by this 
resolution to restrict this power, and have provided in the pro
posed amendment that Congress shall have the power to declare 
war in cases of invasion or threatened invasion of the United 
States or any of its insular possessions by ~foreign power, or in 
cases of insurrection or revolution within the United States or 
any of its insular possessions, and in other cases where the 
matter of declaring war has been submitted to the people and 
a majority of those voting have declared themselves in favor 
of the proposed war. In other words, Congress shall have the 
right to declare war only in cases of emergency. In all other 
cases it shall be left to the people. 

Mr. Speaker, I consider this scheme the solution of the whole 
war proposition. The people of one nation ·seldom, if ever, want 
to fight the people of another nation. It is the rulers of nations 
that bring on war. President Wilson, in his Chicago speech sev
eral months ago, said: "Rulers, not public opinion, brought on 
the present war in Europe." He could, with the same degree of 
truthfulness, have said that nine tenths of all the wars that 
have come in the past have been brought on by the rulers, in
stead of by the public sentiment of the people. The rulers of our 
country here in. Wasl1ington, changing as they frequently do 
every 2, 4, or 6 years, are just as apt to mistake newspaper agita
tion for public sentiment and bring on war as are the rulers 
of other lands. Remove the power of the President and Congress 
to bring on war, except in -cases of invasion, threatened invasion, 
revolution, or threatened revolution, and nine tenths of the 
danger of war will pass. 

Congress, whtch now has the constitutional power to bring on 
war, is composed of Senators and Representatives who are exempt 
from war. This is a wise provision, for most of them would be 
a hindrance on the battlefield. In case of a charge, they would 
hardly escape being run over by the Red Cross, the newspaper 
boys, and the commissary department. 

Our present plan is neither safe nor fair. I hear much about 
the honor of our country, and I believe the honor of this country 
should be maintained; but I want to see the term "honor" de
fined by the men who have to maintain it. 

I should not like to have some fat fellow define my honor, tell 
me when it had been assailed, and shove me into a fight. 

No man should have to be a factor in his country's defense in 
time of war who was not a factor on election day in determining 
whether there should be war. 

War so vitally affects every citizen that I think every citizen 
should have a right to express his views as to whether there 
should be war. War is the most important of all subjects. Why 
should not the people decide it? 

Why should not the interested parties pass upon that which is 
to them the most interesting of all subjects? Do we not believt! 
that the people should rule? Do we mean that this is a govern
ment wherein the people shall decide matters of minor importance, 
but when it comes to deciding whether we shall have war, the 
greatest and most important of all questions, that the people are 
not qualified to decide? As human blood and human life are 
of more importance than all other considerations, so the question 
of war is of more importance than all other subjects. 

During all the history of the world, small minorities have been 
declaring wars for the majorities to fight. The men who fought 
the battles of olden times fought not for a cause but for their 
kings. Today the same old system prevails, and now the armies 
of Europe fight not for a sacred cause but for their kaiser, their 
emperor, their king, or czar. 

Fighting, bleeding, and dying for a cause to them unknown! 
It is now proposed that a handful of rulers here, who really ought 
to be the servants of the people. but who will not be if they 
declare war, shall follow the example of the. rulers of Europe 
and pry this country over into the seething.hell of war. 

For one I am not in favor of it. I am in favor in this people's 
Government of letting the people decide whether they want war 
or not. I am in favor of letting the mothers and fathers who 
will furnish the fuel decide whether this wildfire shall be started. 
I am in favor of letting the men whose country.will be imperiled, 
whose blood will be spilt, and whose lives will be lost in case of 
war have a chance to say whether there shall be war. I am in 
favor of hearing from the poor fellow who, in case of war, will 
die in the trenches, from the fellows who will have their eyes 
shot away, who will wear empty sleeves and go on crutches for 
the rest cif their lives. I do not care so much about hearing from 
a few fat bondholders as I do the young, lean fellows who will 
have to stand, and who are willing to stand, if necessary, like a 
granite wall, and face without a quiver the fiery hell of war. 
Before this war is deliberately declared, as long as there is plenty 
of time, I want to hear from the firesides and thresholds that 
will be saddened and ruined in case of war. I know how the 
people feel who are going to profit in case . of war, but I want to 
know for sure how the people feel who will defray its expenses. 
For the sake of the result of the war I want the voters of this 
country to have a voice in declaring the war, for when this great 
people decide for war, their cause every time will be Just. 
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Do not decide again.st this plan because it is somethtng new. 

Remember that this is a new age. Progress beckons from the 
mountain tops. Our best ideas have not yet found their way 
into books. Humanity has come up from the stone age step by 
step over the long and weary way. Remember the absurdities of 
yesterday are the accepted truths of today. 

Let me call your attention to the fact again that the people 
of one country scarcely, if ever, want to fight the people of an
other country. Had the peoples of the belligerent countries been 
consulted, this war would never have been fought; if we were to 
t ake the time now-and we have lots of time, for it never does 
any harm to postpone a fight-and let the people speak by ballot, 
America will not become a factor in this hideous strife. 

The old system has caused as many drops of blood to be shed 
a.long the Mediterranean as there are drops of water in the sea; 
it has caused as many teardrops as there are drops of water in the 
Amazon; it has reduced to putrid fiesh, grinning skeletons, and 
to bleached and withered bones, the youth and flower of every age 
and land; it has disgusted humanity with itself, made religion a 
farce, prayer a mockery, and by universal consent closed the win
dows of heaven to mankind; it has caused the chief occupation of 
man to be the shedding of his neighbor's blood and made imple
ments . of husbandry secondary to implements of death; it has 
caused the soldiers to be superior to the tiller of the soil and the 
army officer to be regarded head and shoulders above his fellow 
man; it has caused human sympathy to become dry at the foun
tain and has turned the heart of man to stone; it has outraged 
decency and morality and caused mankind to fall below the level 
of the beast, and the brutal iron and hell of war have trampled 
without regret the noblest inspirations of the human heart. 

I submit that it is time to get rid of war. or it will get rid of us. 
It is an unwelcome visitor, and I want to make it impossible for 
it to reach our shores. I want to make it a stranger and drive it 
to the uttermost parts of the earth. I will never be willing to 
pursue it as some desire across the sea. I want to remove it as 
far from us as the east is from the west. I want to put thorns 
and thistles in its pathway. I wa.nt to make its way devious and 
uncertain. I want to throw up barriers against it, mountain 
ranges, trackless deserts, oceans. and continents between my 
native land and war. 

It has been said that the devil is the cause of all our earthly 
woes. Mankind is the cause of war, and in bringing woes upon 
ourselves we have outdeviled the devil. We certainly have made 
the devil feel silly. We have discounted him at his own game of 
bringing misery. 

All power in government rests with the people. In some in
stances they delegate their power to a few men, but the important 
matters they refuse to delegate. For instance, we do not delegate 
to our State legislators in California the power to change the 
State constitution. That must be done only by a vote of the 
people of the State. We will not permit our State legislators to 
vote a bond issue upon the State. That power has not been dele
gated. It is of so much importance that we refuse to let it go 
out of our hands. If the chan~ of a State constitution or the 
voting of a bond issue 1s so important that the people have re
fused to delegate the power to its representatives, why should we 
delegate to the President and a little over 500 men here in Wash
ington the power .to declare war? War is of as mueh more import
ance than all other things as human blood is more precious than 
oats or corn. War may mean the death of 10,000,000 men; it may 
mean 10,000,000 children made fatherless, 10,000,000 wives made 
widows; it may mean every dollar taken from the Treasury; and 
it may mean the lowering of our fiag. 

It astounds me to think that in spite of the fact that Jesus 
of Nazareth, the founder of the Christian religion, declared 1n His 
Sermon on the Mount, " Blessed are the peacemakers, for they 
shall be called the children of God", yet an element of the 
American people revile those who lift up their voices against war, 
and certain moral cowards try to make it appear that he who in 
this fateful hour prefers peace to war is a traitor to the country 
in which he lives. 

In conclusion let me say that I am sorry we are not far enough 
from the jungles to take the right course. I am sorry we have 
to matriculate again in the tedious university of time. Some 
nation in the future will rise. I know not when or where wlll 
be its seat of power. I fondly trust it will be here in cmr goodly 
land. That nation, like Saul, the son of Kish.- wlll stand head 
and shoulders above all around. It will be a nation of destiny; 
its purpose to uplift the human race. Its people will be just and 
wise; excitement will not sweep them otI their feet. In that 
nation there wlll be no assumption of power. The legislators 
there will fear no whip, but guided by what they feel is right 
will bow their heads only to duty's call. There will be no war 
gods there, no thirsting for human blood, and newspapers will 
be the servants of the people's will. Before that day comes re
publics like our own may crumble a hundred times. No one can 
tell, but until it does come this world will not be a fit place in 
which to live. Humanity will finally learn its. lesson. Humanity 
must finally win. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle
man from California [Mr. HoEPPELl. 

Mr. HOEPPEL. Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to this reso
lution because I consider it a menace to peace. I am such 
a firm advocate of peace that I twice went to war in behalf 
of peace. I volunteered in the Spanish-American War and 
served in it, a.nd in the World War I was sent to France and 

served 28 months in the First Division and in the Air Szrv
ice. While I was overseas at the cemetery of Romaine, I 
saw where 22,800 of our American men were buried, and 
the thought came to me that these men were lying there on 
the written approval of the man who was elected to keep the 
United States out of war. We are now confronted with the 
same situation. Our President might be just as well dis
posed toward peace as I am, but in this resolution there is 
a patential opportunity for him to send your sons and my 
sons to invade a foreign soil, and if the resolution is not 
amended to provide that under no condition, shape, or form 
will the American citizen be called upon by draft to send 
his sons and daughters to a foreign soil to maintain the 
resolution, then I shall be against it. If it is so amended, 
I may be a bit receptive to the thought of agreeing to it. 
But it is a menace to peace as it is, and I am absolutely 
opposed to it. What do we find? For instance, England 
is spending more money than she did last year on her Navy, 
and what are we doing? We are putting ourselves in the 
possible position of again being engaged in war, yet we are 
reducing our Navy. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from California has expired. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman three 
quarters of a minute. 

Mr. HOEPPEL. I just want to read an item from an 
editorial: 

Don't encourage unconstitutional performances and create un
constitutional precedents. Be one of the coequal branches of the 
American Government. · 

As Congressmen, we should exercise independence and 
equality which the Constitution gives us. Do not give it to 
somebody else. I pledge allegiance to my :flag and country 
and not to any dictator. Presidents and dictators may come 
and go, but I hope the :flag will remain forever. I speak for 
the youth of this country. Do not engage yourself in any 
compact at this time which will inevitably lead to war. 
[Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from California has again expired. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 minutes to my dis.:. 
tinguished colleague from Massachusetts [Mr. TINKHAM]. 

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Speaker, to remove all suspicion of 
partisanship from what I have to say, I direct the attention 
of the House to certai:i remarks which I made on the :floor 
of the House on February 22 last, and which may be found 
in the RECORD of that date. At that time I attacked the 
then administration, charging that its foreign policy was 
dominated by the British Foreign Office and by alien inter
ests. [Applause.] I made the following statement: 

The administration to be inducted into office on March 4 will 
suffer the same character of defeat as did the present adminis
tration if it, too, fails to adhere to the sound American policy of 
not ·interfering or participating in the political affairs of Europe 
and of maintaining at all times American neutrality; if it, too, 
fails to adopt and to adhere to an American policy, not a European 
policy. 

I had then no knowledge or idea that one of the first acts 
of the present administration would be to come here and to 
off er such a resolution as we now have before us. This 
resolution, in my opinion-and I should have said so as 
emphatically during the last administration as I say it now
is a disloyal betrayal of American interests, of the American 
foreign policy of 140 years, and of the spirit and purpose of 
the Federal Constitution. It proposes to involve us in the 
affairs of the world in a dangerous and perilous way; it pro
poses to give to the President of the United States dictatorial 
powers, such powers as no one individual within these United 
States should have or ever has had. Even Hitler would not 
have dared to demand of the Reichstag for himself the sole 
power of making war. Is the American Executive to out
Hitler Hitler? Are American institutions and American 
traditions to be abolished? 

This resolution puts into the hands of the President of 
the United States not only the right to select the so-called 
"aggressor nation", to pick the nation into whose affairs he 
wishes to interyene in a hostile way, but also the ~ewer ac-
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tually to make war. Neutrality is the impartial attitude of 
one nat~on toward two or more nations which are at war. 
An arms embargo is an -unneutral and hostile act, and in 
international law it can be followed by reprisals and even 
by declaration of war by the aggrieved nation. The reso
lution gives the President the right to intervene in any con
flict in a military sense and to make the United States a 
party to a war whether declared or undeclared. 

The resolution permits the President and not the Con
gress to make the enemies and friends of the United States: 
it gives the President, instead of the Congress, the power to 
make war. The resolution proposes that one man, with 
such prejudices as he may have, subject to such influences 
as an individual may be-and the President is mortal and 
in mortal mold constructed-shall have that supreme power 
of making war. When that is done the safety of the United 
States is ·put in the greatest ·peril, a vital and -fatal attack 
is made ' upon the safeguards of the Constitution under 
which we are here assembled. 

It has been said repeatedly that this resolution in no way 
involves Japan, How that can be said with the existing 
records, from which I shall read to you, is difficult to under
stand. I do not charge bad faith, but I do say there has 
been a concealment, that there is a concealment, when it 
is stated this resolution does not involve Japan. I will 
prove conclusively that it does. 

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TINKHAM. I yield. 
Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. In confirmation of that, when 

did this thing start? It was January 6, was it not? This 
whole business started January 6, and it was started by ·the 
old administration at that time. 

Mr. TINKHAM: At about that time. 
Let me read · from this official document, marked " De

partment of State, Press Releases, Saturday, March 4, 1933. 
Sino-Japanese Situation.,, 

Following is the text of a resolution adopted . at the special 
meeting of the Assembly of the League of Nations on Feb
ruary 24, 1933 : 

"Whereas, in virtue of article III, paragraph 3, of the C_ovenant, 
the Assembly may deal at its meetings with any matter a1Iect1ng 
the peace of the world, and therefore cannot regard with indif
ference the development of the Sino-Japanese dispute; 

"And whereas, according _to part IV, section 3, of. the report 
adopted by the Assembly, in virtue of article XV, paragraph 4, the 
members of the League• intend to abstain from taking any isolated 
action with regard to the situation in Manchuria and to continue 
to concert their action among themselves as well as with the 
interested states not• members of the League' and 'in order to 
facilitate as far as possible the establishment in the Far East of 
a situation in conformity with the recommendations of the pres
ent report, the secretary general is instructed to communicate a 
copy of this report to the states nonmembers of the League who 
are signatories of or have acceded to the Pact or Paris or of the 
9-power treaty, informing them of the assembly's hope that they 
will associate themselves with the views expressed in the report, 
and that they will, if necessary, concert their action and their 
attitude with the members of the League'; 

"The Assembly decides to appoint an advisory committee to 
follow the situation, to assist the Assembly in performing its 
duties under article ill, paragraph 3, and, with the same objects, 
to aid the members of the League in concerting their action and 
their attitude among themselves and with the nonmember states. 

"The commlttee will consist of the members of the Commlttee 
of Nineteen and the representatives of Canada and the Nether
lands. 

"The committee will invite the Governments of the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to 
cooperate in its work. 

" It shall report and make proposals to the Assembly whenever 
it thinks fit. It shall also communicate its reports to the govern
ments of the states nonmembers of the League which are co
operating in its work. 

"The Assembly shall remain in session and its President, after 
consulting the committee, may convene it whenever be thinks fit." 

The American Minister at Geneva now sits on that com
mittee. 

If you wish further evidence that this resolution does 
involve Japan, let me reach a despatch from Geneva, dated 
February 26, 1933, printed in the London Times: 

The general conviction in Geneva is that an embargo can only 
be applied against Japan, the party to the dispute which is defying 
the League. Before appointing or instructing a subcommittee the 
committee wlll probably wait for the reply of the United States 

to the invitation to cooperate in its work. A similar invitation 
has gone to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

The League has already received a very encouraging reply from 
the United States Secretary of State to the letter of February 24, 
in which· the Government of the United States was asked to 
associate itself with the views expressed in the report of the 
Assembly, and, if necessary, to concert its action and attitude 
with the members of the League. 

On the sazµe page of the London Times appeared this 
dispatch, from New York, also dated February 26: 

The reply of Mr. Stimson, the Secretary of State, to the invita
tion to declare the attitude of his Government toward the report 
of the Committee of Nineteen on Manchuria, was sent only after 
Mr. Stimson had communicated with Mr. Roosevelt, the President
elect, and had conferred on far eastern and other problems with 
Senator Cordell Hull, who is to be his successor. 

The League invitation reached the State Department while Mr. 
Stimson and Mr. Hull were in conference and was not brought to 
Mr. Stimson's attention at that time, but the President-elect's 
support of Mr. Hoover's far eastern policy was so clearly indicated 
then by Mr. Hull that it was not necessary for Mr. Stimson to seek 
any new assw·ance that his reply was in accordance with Mr. 
Roosevelt's views. · · 

~ -
If there is still any doubt tn the mind of any Member of 

this House that this ·resolution does not involve Japan, let 
me read an article which appeared in the New York Times 
of March 5 headed "Reminder by Lord Cecil." The article 
reads as follows: 

Now that the Nanking Government, in objecting to the embargo 
placed on arms and munitions gqing to China and Japan, has 
askt!d the Leagtie of Nations to name the aggressor nation in the 
Sino-Japanese undeclared war, adhesion to a League project for 
the support of the nation acting on the defensive .is incumbent 
on the United S~ates, according to Viscount Cecil, who, in a letter 
to the Times of London, says: 

"On January. 11 the Democratic President-elect of the United 
States, Mr. Roosevelt, said: 

"'I have long been in favor of the use of embargoes on arms 
to belligerent nations, especially to nations which are guilty of 
making an attack on other nations • • • that is, against 
aggressor nations.' 

"Just a month later there was published in Washington a 
memorandum by the Republican Secretary of State, Mr. Stimson, 
addressed to the Foreign Affairs Committee of Congress. It was in 
support of a resolution authorizing the President to associate 
with other nations in an arms embargo against belllgerent na
tions, and it included the following statement: 

"'If the League of Nations or any other comprehensive group 
of important States bad mutually arrived at such a verdict [that 
is, a verdict that one of the belllgerent nations. was the ag
gressor] the participation of the United States in a general arms 
embargo would be not merely practical and sound, but practically 
necessary to preserve our national dignity and standing as a peace
ful Nation.' 

"These very important pronouncements make it clear that both 
parties in the United States stand for participation in an arms 
embargo against an aggressor state and that the Republican Sec
retary of State declares that in this connection a decision by the 
League of Nations as to which is the aggressor is, for practical 
purposes, conclusive." 

If the House is not yet satisfied on this point, let me read 
another dispatch from Geneva, dated March 27, printed in 
the Washington Post. It reads: 

The United States will be expected to participate in a world arms 
embargo against Japan, to be declared as a result of her withdrawal 
from the League of Nations, it was indicated here tonight. 

The smaller powers very likely will demand immediate economic 
sanctions, or penalties, delegates believed, together with the with
drawal of ambassadors and ministers in Japan. 

I think these dispatches, together with the release from 
the State Department which I read first to the House show 
conclusively that the purpose of the resolution is to coop
erate with the League of Nations in enforcing article XVI, 
the war clause, of the Covenant of the League. It was prin
cipally because of this article, together with article X, which 
guarantees the territorial boundaries of the members of the 
League, that the United States refused to join the League. 

[Here the gavel fell.] • 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 

3 additional minutes. 
Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TINKHAM. I yield. 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Did not the gentleman visit the 

Secretary of State, Mr. Hull, and talk about this matter? 
And was he not assured that Japan was not in mind at all? 
Is this true or not? 
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Mr. TINKHAM:- It is ·not true. I -saw Mr. Green, who 

represented the State Department before the Foreign Affairs 
Committee in support of the resolution, and he showed me 
certain despatches from Mr. Wilson, who is acting as our 
member upon the so-called" advisory committee." 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Did the gentleman see Mr. Hull? 
Mr. TINKHAM. I did not see Mr. Hull. 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. I did not know that. 
Mr. TINKHAM. I wish to say to this House that when 

Mr. Stimson supported this proposal during the last Con
gress, he did not represent the Republican Party, and he 
did not truly represent the American people, and I say that 
the present administration is not truly representing the 
American people now in this matter. 

I wish to say to this House also that we are not going to 
interfere in the political affairs of other nations if I and 
those members of the Democratic Party and of the Repub· 
lican Party who also are real Americans-I use the term 
advisedly-can prevent it; we are not going to pick the ag· 
gressor, to use force, embargoes, apd sanctions, and tp make 
war. We are going to stay on thi,s Am~rican Continent in 
peace. We are going to maintain the neutrality which gave 
us peace, prosperity, and national integrity, and which pre· 
served our institutions until we went to war in Europe, in 
violation of that salutary policy-not for our own ends but 
for the ends of others. The present ba.nkruptcy of our 
people and the tottering of our institutions have their roots 
in that mad adventure. 

Let us be Americans and attend to America's affairs, haV· 
ing first in mind the interest of America. If we can help 
the world by acts of conciliation, by advice, by good offices, 
or by assistance short of embargoes, short of sanctions, short 
of coercion, short of force, short of war, well and good. 
When it is proposed that we make use of embargoes, of 
sanctions, of coercion, of force, of war, as it is proposed in 
this resolution, I say there is proposed the entire repudia
tion of American philosophy and American ideals, and that 
the complete destruction of America itself and of our civill· 
zation will inevitably follow. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. TINKHAM. With unanimous consent, will not the 

honorable Representative from New York allow me to extend 
and correct my remarks? . 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
it is rather unusual for anyone to object to a request of this 
kind, but I do not see why I should be discriminated against 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MARTIN], who 
objected to my putting in a few letters. 

This is the first time in over 10 years of service in this 
House that I have objected to anything. I do not think it 
is right that I should be selected as the one to be discrimi· 
nated against in a matter of this kind. 

Further reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman from Massachusetts will be kind enough to with
draw his objection as far as my request is concerned, I shall 
be very pleased to allow anyone to insert anything he wishes 
in the RECORD; but why should my request be objected to 
and the requests of others not be objected to? 

Mr. ~TIN of Massachusetts.- Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLOOM. I yield. 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. My objection carried 

with it nothing personal at all. · 
Mr. BLOOM. I know that; that is not in my mind. 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I believe every indi

vidual Member should have the right to extend his own 
remarks, but the gentleman from New York well knows that 
it is not the custom to extend in the RECORD letters from 
various people who write to the Members. 

Mr. BLOOM. I simply wanted to print a very few of them. 
I told the gentleman I had received many letters, but the 
ones I wanted to include in the RECORD were very few and 
the letters are very short. It is rather disrespectful to the 
people who wrote to me, to have this request denied. They 
are not constituents of mine. The letters are from all parts 
of the country, and I do not see why the gentleman should 

object to them when everybody else has been allowed to 
print anything they wanted. 

I dislike to object to the pending request and I may say 
that I shall not object, but it rather hurts me to think that 
I s~ould be discriminated against in this way. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw any objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 

request of the gentleman from Massachusetts? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, may I at this time withdraw 

my objection to the request which the gentleman from Cali· 
fornia [Mr. CHURCH] made a few minutes ago. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks as indicated. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle

man from Oklahoma [Mr. ROGERS] such time as he may 
desire. 

Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, regardless of 
what the opposition has said or may say, the resolution we 
are discussing is a peace proposal. It is a measure that~ 
when functioning properly, will not only aid in stabilizing 
peace in our own country, but will help to stazilize the peace 
of the entire world. · · ' 

I favor this proposition because I am interested in the 
peace and prosperity. of our country, and I believe that we 
should support any proposal designed to keep our country's 
peace when other nations are at war. 

Two thousands years ago Christ came and dwelt among 
men, preaching and teaching, " Peace on the earth, justice~ 
and good will toward all men." The angels took up the 
refrain and it has been chanted far and wide. Many men 
and many women have labored to further Christ's work, to 
establish peace in all the world, justice and good will to· 
ward all men. But some men and some women, in fash
ioning their lives, have not heeded the teachings of om· 
Savior. And some nations have dared to trample in the 
dust that gospel taught by the Master. But many nations 
have been formed with that doctrine as their motto, and 
their banners have floated on high proclaiming, "In all the 
world peace, toward all men justice and good will." Chief 
among the nations that have been guided by the principles 
of peace, justice, and good will is our own dear United 
States of America. She has been the apostle · of peace since 
the days of Bunker Hill, she has taught the doctrine of jus. 
tice .since the formation of our great Union, she has lived 
the gospel of good will since the signing of the Declaration 
of Independence; for never once has she waged an aggres· 
sive struggle, never once has she fought for the spoils of war, 
never once has she shed blood for any other· purpose than 
in defense of the principles, "Peace on the earth, justice 
and good will toward all men." She has never been the 
offender, but always the defender o'f that policy, and I have 
faith in her to believe that she will always continue to tread 
the path that has been worn smooth by her footsteps. 

But in order for America to carry on, in order for us to 
make her future a credit to her illustrious past we must not 
forget the principles that have guided her destiny in the 
past and must continue to guide her in the future. We 
must not lose our opportunity to assist the other nations of 
the world in establishing that condition for which we have 
ever labored-peace, justice, and good will in all the world 
toward all men. 

Mr. Speaker, and ladies and gentlemen of this House, un· 
der the provisions of this resolution, the power granted 
could only be used if it was found to be necessary. Nat
urally, the authority given here to place an embargo upon 
the citizens of this country would not be exercised unless it 
would be effective toward establishment of peace in some 
other country, and it would be effective then only if the 
leading nations of the world, wherein arms are manufac
tured, entered into such an agreement. Are we .of that 
number who, having eyes, see not the things that so vitallY 
affect us? Can gentlemen read? If so do they not see that 
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this embargo, if placed, could be raised by the President, or the whole terrestrial order. A war anYWhere finds its reper-
Congress, at any time when it was deemed necessary? cussions everYWhere. 

Finally, ladies and gentlemen, this resolution was recom- This brings us to the other aspect of the question now 
mended by ex-President Hoover and · his State Department before the House, its relation to the whole peace program 
and is now recommended by President Roosevelt and his of the world, for the inception of which we do not have to 
State Department, . and we are convinced that it is a meas- go back beyond the memory of living men. The Hague 
ure that will assist in stabilizing the peace of the entire Tribunal, established as recently as 1899, may be called the 
world. Then. let each of us do our part. Let us pass this first feeble beginning of a world movement against war 
measure, remembering the gospel .laid down by the Master, and for the settlement of diffioulties between the nations 
"Peace on the earth; good will toward all men." · by peaceful means. Had its objectives been realized, the 
· Mr. · McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle- World War might never have occurred. The fault was not 
man from Colorado [Mr. MARTIN] such time as he may in the agency. 
desire. Since the World War the prevention of war has become 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado; Mr. Speaker, as I have listened not only a world issue, but the paramount international issue 
to this debate it has been impressed on my mind that this of the world. It has been -magnified a thousandfold. It 
resolution cannot- be considered solely from the standpoint gave birth to the League of Nations, to the World Court, 
of precedent, that it cannot be considered solely on its own to the Nine Power Pact, and to the Briand-Kellogg Treaty, 
merits, but must be considered in connection with the world- renouncing war as a national policy, outlawing war; and 
peace movement. · now to the arms conference. 

From the standpoint of precedent it is objected that this · We are too close in time to that greatest of human . 
grant of power to the President by permanent legislation to dramas, the World War, to evaluate its results. It is too 
place an embargo on the shipment of arms and munitions early to ridicule it as the war to end war. One of these 
of war to a country or countries engaged or about to become instrumentalities for world peace has just given expression 
engaged in war is without precedent. It is answered that to an act without precedent. Its forty-odd adherent nations 
the responsible ministries of all the other principal powers have investigated the origin of a war and have named the 
now have this authority, but cannot exercise it without our aggressor nation. This action is historic. It was partici
coopera.tion. The objectors come back with the reply that pated in by England, which is charged by critics of this 
these ministries are subject to immediate recall in the event resolution with the authorship of the resolution. England 
they run counter to what is considered the national safety, would hide behind our skirts. Let it be said for England 
while the President of the United States is in power for a that she did not hide behind our skirts in determining and 
fixed term. This is not a sufficient reason for discrimina- proclaiming the aggressor nation. 
tion between the fixed powers of the President and the Gentlemen declare on the floor that the passage of this 
powers of foreign ministries for the reason that if a foreign resolution will mean war with Japan, and within 30 days. 
ministry declares an embargo the harm, so-called, has Let me say that the gravest error this country could make 
already been done and the nation involved. This distinction in dealing with the Asiatic situation would be to take counsel 
between the different characters of official tenures is too of its fears. Although then a private citizen and out of 
fine to alone demand the withholding of the power from the sympathy with the administration, I applauded the courage 
President. and incision of the notes issued by Secretary Stimson on 

the Asiatic situation. They 'had the ring of the note of 
. It may be further pointed out that the action of Congress President Cleveland on the Venezuelan boundary dispute, 
in 1911 in granting the President continuing power to lay the one act of his two administrations which gave him a 
an embargo upon the export of arms and munitions to any permanent claim to fame. There may be ways out of the 
American country in which conditions of domestic violence question mark which overhangs the Pacific, but fear is not 
exist was at that time without precedent, and, further, that one of them. 
the placing of such an embargo is fully as potential of war There is nothing of the pacifist in my support of this 
between this country and the country against which the resolution. I am for preparedness up to the full measure of 
embargo is placed as under the proposed grant of power. the . National Defense Act of 1920 and the London Naval 
Why, for instance, may not other American countries in Treaty. That program is my way out, until such time as 
which conditions of domestic viofonce exist consider the all the powers can be brought to a genuine program of dis
placing of an embargo by this Government as a hostile act? armament. So far as the immediate object of the fears of 

The same reasoning applies even more strongly to the the opponents of this resolution is concerned, it has been 
legislation of 1922 granting the President permanent power pointed out · that China, a great and friendly power, and 
to place embargoes against countries in which this country handicapped by lack of war supplies, is now under the dis
exercises what is called "extraterritorial jurisdiction", such ability of the embargo, while Japan is practically self
jurisdiction consisting merely of a cotµ"t with limited powers sufficient in the matter of supplying her own arms and 
set up in a foreign capital, at this time in China, Arabia, munitions, and certainly of supplying what she needs against 
Egypt, Morocco, and Ethiopia. Under the act of 1922, and China, and is thus neither handicapped nor aggrieved. If 
resting upon this mere fiction of right, an embargo ~as an embargo was laid against the materials of wh.ich arms 
placed against China, the most populous nation of the earth, and munitions are made, I am advised a different question 
and a friendly nation, which is still in force. The act of might be presented. 
·1922 was also without a precedent. No war has yet resulted Are the people of the United States less devoted to the 
from the many exercises of these powers. establishment of world peace than the other nations of 

Mr. Dooley once observed. in criticizing an American the earth? Has it less courage than these nations? Is it 
statesman who was very much given to the citation of Wash- still so obsessed with the fantasy of an imaginary isolation 
ington and Jefferson, that we could not go to the grave- that it will refuse cooperation with these nations? The 
yard for all our precedents. Those great leaders dealt with enactment of this resolution is but a single item on the 
the problems of their day in the light of existing condi- world program for international peace, for which all civil
tions. They had no precedents. They had to blaze new ized peoples are earnestly striving. 
trails. And so today this country is confronted, and the Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, in the remaining 2 minutes of 
world is confronted, with conditions for which there are no the time belonging to the minority I send a statement to the 
precedents, and workable solutions mtist be found if we are Clerk's desk and ask that it may be read in my time. It 
to place the peace of the world upon a stable basis. is an article from the leading Democratic campaigner in the 

The first recorded question-Am I my brother's keeper?- recent national election. 
finds its latest answer in the fast narrowing limits of a no- The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of ~e 
longer isolated world. This Nation and every nation is its gentleman from New York? 
brother's keeper. Such a violent disturbance as war upsets · . There was no objection. 
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The Clerk r~ad as follcws: 
Extract fram a front-page editorial entitled "Eternal Vigilance 

Is the Price of Liberty", which appeared on Sunday, Ap_rll 2, 1933, 
in the He.a.rat newspapers: 

" • • • It [the administration] is considering the exercise of 
dictator1al powers to declare embargoes and so incur the danger 
_of involving this country in the Chino-Japanese war. Only Con
gress has the right to declare war, and Congress should not sur
renuer the right to make war or to provoke war. As a matter of 
fact, both the Congress and the President should keep out of 
Asiatic complications. Both the Congress and the President should 
keep free from foreign entanglements. There are other ways of 
making history for themselves which are better and safer than 
involving our peaceful country in the wars of the whole world. 

" • • • It is poor patriotism to risk the peace and welfare 
~f the United States in quarrels and complications which are in 
no sense ours. And, finally, it is the poorest kind of politics to 
alienate from the Democratic Party the support of that vast body 
of genuine Americans who think more of the interests. of their 
own country than they do of the selfish plans and purposes of 
foreign nations. 

" • • • All the administration need do is obstinately to 
proceed to meddle in foreign complications to the danger and 
detriment of our own American people. • * • If the Presi
dent is not alarmed by this possibility, the Democrats in Congress 
should be. It would be their funeral. And if the Democrats in 
Congress do not wish to precipitate the funeral, they would better 
retain their common sense and be Democrats and be Americans 
before the funeral occurs. Furthermore, it is not good democracy 
and it is not good Americanism for the Congress of the United 
States to transfer its constitutional powers to any President, no 
matter how capable and conscientious that President may be. 
The Senators and Representatives who constitute the Congress 
were elected to be Senators and Representatives, a.nd themselves 
to exercise the powers and obligations which the Constitution im
poses upon them. If they are incapable of doing that, they would 
better let the people elect a Congress which has the courage and 
competence to exercise its constitutional powers, and to be one of 
the three coequal branches of the Government which the Consti
tution created. • • • " 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself the bal

ance of my time. 
_ Mr. Speaker, I propose to speak by the record, especially 
by the record of some of the gentlemen who have fought 
this bill so hard. 
. In this discussion they have turned loose on us the most 
distinguished gentlemen on their side, and I first refer to 
the distinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BECK]. 
We all know that he is a great lawyer, that he is a man of 
great parts, and that he came to this Congress with the 
reputation of being a great constitutional lawyer. We all 
greatly respect him and his ability. On the occasion of his 
first one or two speeches in the House the Democrats list
ened very attentively because we felt at that time that 
perhaps he would discuss these questions upon purely consti
tutional grounds, but oi recent days we have found that 
this distinguished gentleman, as to constitutional or non
constitutional arguments, has always been able to see them 
from the Republican standpoint. Not only this, but the 
gentleman comes before the House in this attitude, and 
while Democrats at first had great respect for his opinion 
they have now learned that like the shrewd lawyer he is 
he discusses questions from a partisan standpoint. -I am 
glad, however, that he made one admission, because the 
gentleman who filed a report here first claimed that what 
we are undertaking to do is an unconstitutional act. 

You know that when you first started to practice law you 
heard the old statement, first win on the facts. and if you 
cannot win on the facts get the jury, and if you cannot get 
the facts or the jury try " unconstitutional." But this dis
tinguished gentleman, knowing that our constitutional 
position was well taken, merely said that it violated the 
spirit of the Constitution. 

Then we had the distinguished ex-Senator from New York, 
whom we are proud to have in our body. We recognize his 
ability and we are honored to have him on this floor. In 
his argument he said that if you pass this bill it will be up 
to the United States of America, if you declare an embargo, 
to declare a blockade against the country upon which we 
declare the embargo. 

How this resolution can be construed in that way I am 
unable to say. All this resolution provides is that it makes 
it a crime for any of our citizens to violate the resolution 
in shipping arms or munitions to a country. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. · Wiii the gentleman yield? 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. I yield. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. My idea was that by force of cir

cumstances this embargo would grow to be equivalent to a 
blockade-that once you started it you could not stop it. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. That is the same argument that 
has been made before. I charge that an embargo is not a 
declaration of war, that it is not taking away the power 
from Con.:,aress. The President of the United States in a 
dozen different ways could bring on war and Congress 
would have to declare it. He could do it by spzech or he 
could do it by diplomatic relations. 

The gentleman from MassaChusetts, my friend Mr. 
TrNKHAM, is greatly disturbed in regard to Japan. 

I thought that he had gone to the Secretary of State's 
office. I know that the gentleman from New York, the 
ranking Member on the committee, Mr. FisH, had gone, 
and I knew that he had information and that the reso'iu
tion could not be construed as having any reference to 
Japan. The purpose of this resolution is for the peace of 
_the world. That is the purpose of it. If it is to lead us 
into war, pray tell us why the munition workers who profit 
by war are the only ones who were heard against the reso
lution in the committee. 

But my distinguished friend from New York [Mr. FisH] 
is evidently backsliding a little as you will see by his former 
stand. 

I happen to know what he has been standing for. Let me 
call your attention to that. On January 7, 1928, he intro
duced a joint resolution in this House declaring against the 
shipment of arms and munitions to any country providing 
that the resolution shall not apply to any American country 
or any country in which the United States exercises extra
territorial jurisdiction. 

If that bill of his had become a law the President could 
have issued a proclamation establishing an embargo against 
Japan. Is not that true? 

In a few days he introduced another resolution of the same 
character. I said he was backsliding. Let us see about the 
speech he made to the League of Women Voters in Buffalo, 
N.Y., April 27, 1924. What did he say in that speech? 

There is one solution to the peace problem. I believe that the 
entrance of the United States into the World Court would be a 
step in that direction. 

Further, he now says this is a step toward taking us into 
the League of Nations. Let us hear from Mr. FisH further 
when he made this statement on May 24, 1924: 

I agree with everything that Senator Owen has said except as 
to entering the League of Nations at this time. I believe myself 
in the principles of the League of .Nations at this time, and I be
lieve some time in the future we should go into the League with 
reservation. 

That was Mr. FisH speaking at that time. Further, he 
has a peace record. Here on the floor of this House, -in 
answer to his present argument, let me read from him again: 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is more far-reaching than would 
appear at nrst glance. It is one of the most important measures 
that will come before Congress at this session. 

He was referring there to the proposed embargo against 
everybody. 

I, for one, feel that if we go a.head and pass this resolution it 
will put an end to all the talk in foreign countries that we are 
nothing but a slaughterhouse, willing at all times to sell muni
tions for the sake of profit, to destroy human lives. And what 
happens when we do sell munitions of war? Those countries that 
receive the munitions immediately say they are buying them at 
exorbitant prices and that we are profiteering on their misfor
tunes, while the nations against whom these munitions are used 
because they do not control the seas, hold our Government mor
ally responsible, claiming that we are doing our best to destroy 
their people, and, naturally, they have nothing but bitterness and 
hostility toward us, which may eventuate in dragging us into 
almost any foreign war. Therefore, if we continue the policy of 
exporting munitions of war we wm be doing more to bring the 
United States into another war than anything we can do at the 
present time. [Applause.} 

Oh, that mine enemy would write a book! I think that 
is the answer; I think he answers himself. The idea that 
this gives the President the right to declare war is a fallacy. 

• 
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It is one of the straw men built up so that he may be 
knocked down. I think the Members of this House under
.stand the situation. 

It looks as though the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
MARTIN) would some time get into line, because he is a 
trained soldier. He has had men march before him and 
keep in step, but with the Democratic Party in this House 
it seems that nearly all the time he is the only man who 
is out of step, just like the soldier who believes that every
body else is out of line except himself. · 

Mr. CROSSER. Does the gentleman infer that these 
people could be actuated by partisan motives on such a 
tremendously important trung as this? 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Oh, .the gentleman will have to 
figure out the motives for himself. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. McREYNOLDS. Yes. 
Mr. FISH . . I just want to say to the gentleman that if 

we had an opportunity to offer amendments, I for one 
would certainly offer that very amendment, to apply to all 
nations, · so that we could not sell arms or munitions of 
war, so that this would not be a potential slaughterhouse 
of the world. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. I have no doubt that the gentle
man may add that to his motion to recommit, and if such 
becomes the law, and then the President declares by procla
mation that a state of war exists between Japan and China 
with all this talk as to China, all that will be left then to 
do will be to declare an embargo on arms as to Japan, as 
an embargo has been on arms to China since 1922, and you 
will accomplish that which you fear under this resolution. 
I insist the resolution be passed as it is. The administra
tion is standing for it. 

The policy which underlies the present resolution is the 
policy of " discouraging the employment of force in the 
course of dispute or conflict between nations." This is in 
line with the whole current of development since the war. 
It is not a new policy for the United States. For a quarter 
of a century the United States has been a party to the 
Hague Convention limiting the employment of force for the 
recovery of contract debt, and 5 years ago it was this Gov
ernment of the United States which took the lead along 
securing the treaty for the renunciation of war as an instru
ment for national policy. 

I have nothing more to say to you gentlemen. This is 
an advancement toward peace. Those opposed to i-t in the 
testimony before the committee were those who were inter
ested in the profits of war, and never do I want to see the 
manufacture of arms in this country profit at the sacrifice 
of humal) lives. [Applause.] . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Tennessee CMr. McREYNOLDsl has expired. 

All time has expired. 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to 
Mr. GIFFORD, indefinitely, on account of illness. 

RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mi. SIROVICH) laid before 

the House the following resignation: 

Hon:HENRY T. RAINEY, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C. 

.APB.IL 13, 1933. 

DEAR Mr. RAINEY: I hereby wish to submit my resignation as a 
member of the Committee on Civil Service. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT T. SECREST. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the 
resignation is accepted. 

There was no objection. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, may I in
quire of the majority leader what the program will be for 
Monday, aside from the vote on the pending resolution? 

Mr. BYRNS. I am unable to say. It is suspension day. 
I do not know whether there are any matters on the Speak
er's desk or not. 

Mr. FISH. There was an agreement that there would 
be a vote on this resolution on Monday. 

Mr. BYRNS. Oh, yes; but aside from the vote on this 
resolution, it all depends on whether any of the committees 
report on Monday. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. There is no particular 
subject assigned? 

Mr. BYRNS. No; and I apprehend there will be no re
ports from committees, and under those circumstances, there· 
will be no business for the House except to vote upon this 
resolution. 

EMBARGO OF ARMS 

Mr. GLOVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GLOVER. Mr. Speaker, ladies· and gentlemen of the 

.House, we have before the House now for discussion one of 
the most important questions that has· been considered dur
ing this te1m of Congress. The purpose of the resolution is 
to prevent war and discourage it. 

When we study the condition of our Government today 
and see what the wars of the past have cost the people of 
the United States in money it is simply appalling. 

We are today paying out for the maintaining of Army 
and Navy and for the wars that have been fought in which 
we have participated, about 72 percent of the entire revenue 
coming into the United States Treasury. If this money, 
instead of having to be paid out that way, could be used 
for internal improvements in the United States it would 
only be a short time until this country would be blossoming 
like a rose, and everything would be prosperous, and every
body would have plenty of work, anci we would again be 
happy. 

Measuring this toll in dollars is not so appalling as it is 
when we measure it in human blood and sacrifice of our 
young manhood. More than 200,000 of our fine, young 
men fell in the last war in a foreign field and many of them 
are today buried in Flanders Field. Many a heart has been 
made sad in the United · States by reason of that conflict. 
and it will take years to heal and will never be forgotten. 
Not only thi.s, but we will be paying for that experience 
when 'the unborn· become taxpayers of the country. 
· But this. is not all; in these great conflicts of war we have 
our men maimed, gassed, and disease brought on them that 
makes them incapable of caring for themselves and they 
must remain a care on the Government and be sufferers the 
l'emainder of therr lives. 

The resolution now before this Congress simply proposes 
as follov.-s: -

That whenever the President finds that in any part o! the world 
conditions exist such that the shipment of arms or munitions o! 
war from countries which produce these commodities may pro
mote or encourage the employment of force in the course of a 
dispute or conflict between nations. and after securing the co
operation of such governments as the President deems necessary, 
he makes proclamation thereof, it shall be unlawful to export or 
sell for export. except under such limitations and exceptions as 
the President prescribes. any arms or munitions of war from any 
place in the United States to such country or countries as he 
may designate, until otherwise ordered by the President or by 
Congress. 

The manufacturers of munitions of war were the first wit
nesses before the committee considering this bill to try to 
defeat it. They must have an output and market for their 
products if they are to become profiteers ·as they have been 
in the past. 

We had in the last war what was known as" the selective 
draft " that drafted our bright and best young men who 
were physically fit for service and carried them into war. 
Not on account of a choice they had made, and possibly 
against the desire of many of those who were compelled to 
make the great sacrifice that was made. Each was paid the 
pitiful sum of $1 per day for his services and served in the 
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trenches of mud and dirt and bore his body bare to the 
bullets of the enemies. He got .nothing, but made the great 
human sacrifice; and the men who made the implements 
of war and the material used in warfare were made im
mensely rich. 

It is my contention and belief that this Congre.ss should 
pass a bill authorizing the drafting of wealth as well as 
manpower in case it is necessary for defense of our country. 
Not only that, but they should also have the special au
thority and right to draft every munition factory and use 
it for the good of this Government. · 

Some have argued that this resolution is a departure 
from the customs of the past. Investigation .of existing 
law and former precedents show that that is not correct. 
In 1905, when Mr. Teddy Roosevelt was President of the 
United States, he issued also a similar order, except that it 
was on his own action as President and not in concert with 
any other nations. I here quote you his proclamation: 

Whereas by a joint resolution approved April 22, 1898, en
titled "Joint resolution to prohibit the export of coal or other 
material used in war from any seaport of the United States'', 
the President is authorized, in his discretion, and with such 
limitations and exceptions as shall seem to him expedient, to 
prohibit the export of coal or other material used in war from 
any seaport of the United States until otherwise ordered by the 
President or by Congress. 

Now therefore, I, Theodore Roosevelt, President of the United 
States of America, for good and sufficient reasons unto me ap
pearing, and by virtue of the authority conferred upon me by 
the said joint resolution, do hereby declare and proclaim that 
the export of arms, ammunition, and munitions of war of every 
kind, from any port in the United States or in Puerto Rico to any 
port in the Dominican Republic, is prohibited, without limitation 
or exception, from and after the date of this, my proclamation, 
until otherwise ordered by the President or by Congress. 

And I do hereby enjoin all good citizens of the United States 
and of Puerto Rico and all persons residing or being within the 
territory or jurisdiction thereof to be governed accordingly. 

In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand and caused the 
seal of the United States to be affixed. 

Done at the city of Washington this 14th day of October, A.D. 
1905, and of the Independence of the United States of America 
the one hundred and thirtieth. 

THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 

The resolution now before us does not go that far in 
extending power to the President, but simply says that after 
consulting the other nations orders of this kind may be 
made. Only two of the principal nations of the world today 
have not given this power to their executive branch of gov
ernment. The United States is one of them. 

When two nations are at war and one of them is favored 
by being furnished with the munitions of war, whether it is 
in the right or wrong it may be able to prevail. It should 
always be determined first who is the aggressor and who is 
in the right in bringing on these conflicts, and be sure the 
one in the wrong is not aided by other nations in shipping 
to it the munitions of war so that it may carry on a war 
of oppression or aggression when it is wrong in principle. 

The President of the United States, with this privilege 
given to him, can be a wonderful force in keeping nations at 
peace rather than permitting them to go to war. 

Much has been said in debating on this question about 
the intent of the resolution to affect the one nation of 
Japan. There is not an intimation in the resolution that 
would justify any such argument. Of course its provisions 
could be administered to any country and that nation as 
well as others. 

The old Monroe Doctrine is a sacred and sound doctrine. 
We should have no entangling alliances with other nations. 
I am afraid within the last few years we have not adhered 
so strictly to that doctrine as was done in the beginning of 
our Government. We should be just and fair to every nation 
on the face of the earth and we have been so far, as history 
reveals. By doing this we should have the absolute friend
ship of the world. 

This is needed not only as a promotion to peace but it also 
promotes business as well. This Nation should have its 
trade relations with every nation on the face of the earth. 
Nations, in dealing with each other, are just as individuals; 
there are certain motives in their transactions. If one 
nation likes another it prekrs to deal with tbat nation 

rather than one that it dislikes. For instance, if you are liv
ing in a city where two men are engaged in business selling 
the same commodity at the same price and you are at liberty 
to trade with the one or the other, and you like one and 
dislike the other, which of the two will you trade with? 
The question readily answers itself, that you will trade with 
your friend. This, of course, is true with nations as well as 
individuals, and by having the friendship and respect of all 
the nations of the world we have our trade relations 
expanded and almost to the extent of our friendship. 

It will always be necessary for the United States to be 
on the alert and prepared to take care of its own people 
and interests. We have more coast cities to guard in the 
case of an invasion by enemies than any other nation in 
my knowledge. This, of course, necessitates having a navy 
of sufficient size to protect our interests in case of an 
invasion. 

I have always been a believer in a strong navy. I do not 
believe in a navy just big enough to get whipped in the first 
battle it goes into. The great trouble, as I see it, with our 
naval affairs, is not that we have too many battleships, but 
that they are too heavily manned in times of peace. If 
war should come we do not have time to prepare and build 
battleships, but if they are ready for use and service they 
can be very soon equipped with all the men that are neces
sary and that have had training in our Coast Guard and 
Annapolis school. The same might be truly said of the 
.Army. One hundred and fifty-two thousand men on the 
pay roll in times of peace in the war service is unthinkable 
and yet we are enduring just that. 

In the readjustment of the affairs of our Nation, much 
of this will be corrected. Since the Democratic Party took 
control of this House, and having only the lower House of 
Congress for the past 2 years, we have reduced the expenses 
of this Government around a billion and a half dollars, and 
it can be reduced a billion and a half more and never hurt 
the efficiency of our Government. The people have been 
burdened with taxes to carry these heavy expenses as long 
as they are going to be without severe protest. 

If this expense could be eliminated we would then have 
sufficient money to care for the Nation's soldiers, as we have 
in the past. I am supporting this resolution and hope it may 
pass this House. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re
ported that that committee had examined and found truly 
enrolled a joint resolution of the House of the fallowing 
title, which was thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H.J.Res.152. Joint resolution to provide for the payment 
of pages for the Senate and House of Representatives for 
the first session of the Seventy-third Congress. 

JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re
ported that that committee did on this day present to the 
President, for his approval, a joint resolution of the House 
of the following title: 

H.J.Res. 152. ·Joint resolution to provide for the payment 
of pages for the Senate and House of Representatives for 
the first session of the Seventy-third Congress. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 
37 minutes p.m.) the House, in accordance with its order 
previously entered, adjourned until Monday, April 17, 1933, 
at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications 

were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 
19, A letter from the executive secretary of Near East 

Relief, transmitting a report of the Near East Relief for 
the year ending December 31, 1932; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 
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20. A letter from the Secretary of State, transmitting re

ports and notices relating to questions included in the pro
gram of the Eighteenth Plenary Assembly of the Interna
tional Parliamentary Conference on Commerce; to the Com
riJ.ittee on Foreign Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 
Mr. McREYNOLDS: Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

House Joint Resolution 140. Joint resolution authorizing 
an annual appropriation for the expenses of participation 
by the United States in the International Institute of Agri
oulture at Rome, Italy; without amendment <Rept. No. 44). 

· Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS Ai.'ID RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally ref erred as follows: 
By Mr. McKEOWN: A bill (H.R. 5009) to amend an act 

entitled "An act to establish a uniform system of bankruptcy 
throughout the United States", approved July 1, 1898, and 
acts amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MARLAND: A bill <H.R. 5010) to aid the States 
in the conservation of crude petroleum, and to prevent the 
transportation in interstate and foreign commerce of crude 
petroleum which has been unlawfully produced; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and · Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BOILEAU: A bill <H.R. 5011) to refer the claim of 
the Menominee Tribe of Indians to .the Court of Claims, with 
the right of appeal to the Supreme Court of the United 
States; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. VINSON of Georgia: A bill <H.R. 5012) to amend 
existing law in order to obviate the payment of the 1 year's 
sea pay to surplus graduates of the Naval Academy; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. HOWARD: A bill <H.R. 5013) for the relief of the 
Omaha Indians of Nebraska; to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

By Mr. DINGELL: A bill <H.R. 5014) to give . veterans of 
war ~ervice in the Spanish-American War, Boxer rebellion, 
the Philippine insurrection, and the World War, their widows 
and/ or wives, and/ or dependent children of disabled vet
erans who themselves are not qualified preferences in the 
Government and District of Columbia civil service; to the 
Committee on the Civil Service. 

By Mr. BOEHNE: A bill <H.R. 5015) to provide for a fur
ther extension of the time for the payment of certain 
income-tax deficiencies; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PETERSON: A bill <H.R. 5016) providing for a 
review and consideration of the claims of farmers, fruit 
and vegetable growers of the State of Florida for losses and 
damages resulting from the work of eradication of the 

· Mediterranean fruit fly in Florida; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally ref erred as follows: 
By :rv1r. BOLTON: A bill (H.R. 5017) for the restitution of 

the postmaster at Cleveland, Ohio; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 5018) to correct the naval records of 
former .members of the crews of the revenue cutters Algon
quin and Onondaga; to the Committee on Naval Afiairs. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 5019) for the relief of H. A. Taylor; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 5020) to pay to the Printz-Biederman Co., 
of Cleveland, Ohio, the sum of $741.40, money paid as duty 
on merchandise imported under section 308 of the tariff act; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 5021) for the relief of Frederick G. 
Barker; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 5022) for the relief of Rose Burke; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 5023) to reimburse Machinist Frank H. 
Howell, United States Navy, retired, for emergency medical 
services; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 5024) granting a pension to Narcissus 
Ammons Griggs; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 5025) granting an increase of pension to 
Hannah Margaret Acheson; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 5026) granting an increase of pension to 
Julia E. Clark; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 5027) granting an increase of pension to 
Jane Wiley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CARPENTER of Nebraska: A bill <H.R. 5028) for 
the relief of Era A. Ryan; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. CONNERY: A bill <H.R. 5029) for the relief of 
Ernest William Levesque; to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 5030) for the relief of Daniel J. Ken
neally; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. GUYER: A bill <H.R. 5031) for the relief of Edith 
Peeps; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland:. A bill <H.R. 5032) for 
the relief of John M. Casserly; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. PETERSON: A bill <H.R. 5033) granting a pen .. 
sion to Irene C. Flack; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. SPENCE: A bill (H.R. 5034) granting a pension 
to Caroline Julia Porter; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. STOKES: A bill <H.R. 5035) granting a pension 
to Esther Simpson Bingham; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. · 

Also, a bill (H.R. 5036) for the relief of Ruth R. Down
ing; to the Committee on Claims. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 

laid on the Clerk's desk and ref erred as follows: 
534. By Mr. CONNERY: Resolution of citizens of East 

Boston, Mass., relative to 30-hour work week; to the· Com
mittee on Labor. 

535. By Mr. JAMES: Resolution of the Board of Super
visors of Dickinson County, Mich., relative to legislation 
declaring bank deposits of municipalities trust funds; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

536. By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of Chamber of Com
merce, Inc., Washington, Pa., concerning the 6-hour day 
and 5-day week bill, S. 5267; to the Committee on Labor. 

537. Also, petition of National Automatic Sprinkler Asso
ciation, New York City, opposing the Black bill, S. 158, and 
favoring legislation recommended by the United States 
Chamber of Commerce Committee on Working Periods in 
Industry; to the Committee on Labor. 

538. Also, petition of the joint committee on unemploy-
ment, New York City, favoring the passage of the 30-hour 
week bill; to the Committee on Labor. 

539. Also, petition of city of Chelsea, Mass., Lawrence F. 
Quigley, mayor, favoring certain amendments to the Senatt; 
30-hour week bill; to the Committee on Labor. 

540. By Mr. LUNDEEN: Petition of the Northland Guern
sey Club, Duluth, Minn., urging the passage of a bill for 
the relief of certain claimants who suffered loss from Min
nesota forest fires in 1918, which loss is attributed to the 
negligence of certain railways under Government control: 
to the Committee on Claims. 

541. Also, petition of the International Falls Trades and 
Labor Assembly, International Falls, Minn., urging support 
of the 30-hour week with minimum wage program; to the 
Committee on Labor. 

542. Also, petition of the House of Representatives of the 
Legislature of the State of Minnesota, urging that a system 
of public works be commenced immediately by the new ad
ministration. to be prorated amongst the several States on 
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a basis of population, and that no less sum than $3,500,
ooo,ooo be appropriated for such purpose; to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

543. By Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut: Resolution 
adopted at the meeting of the Ladies Auxiliary to the Private 
Walter J. Smith Post, No. 511, Veterans of Foreign Wars 
of America, held March 28, 1933, at New Britain Conn.; to 
the Committee on World War Veterans' Legislation. 

544. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of the joint committee on 
unemployment, New York City, favoring the passage of the 
30-hour-week legislation; to the Committee on Labor. 

545. Also, petition of National Automatic Sprinkler Asso
ciation, New York City, opposing the passage of Senate bill 
158, 30-hour-week bill, and favoring the legislation recom
mended by the Chamber of Commerce of the United States, 
committee on working periods in industry; to the Com
mittee on Labor. 

546. Also, petition of Worthington Pump & · Machinery 
Corporation, New York City, protesting against the passage 
of the Black bill, S. 158, providing for a 30-hour week; to 
the Committee on Labor. · 

547. Also, petition of National Association of American 
Workers Association, North Tonawanda, N.Y., favoring the 
passage of the Black bill, S. 158, providing for a 30-hour 
week; to the Committee on Labor. 

SENATE 
SATURDAY, APRIL 15, 1933 

<Legislative day of Tuesday, Apr. 11, 1933) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 

Senators answered to their names: 
Adams Copeland Kean 
Ashurst Costigan Kendrick 
Austin Couzens Keyes 
Bachman Cutting King 
Balley Dickinson La Follette 
Bankhead Dleterlch Logan 
Barkley Dill Lonergan 
Black Duffy Long 
Bone Erickson McAdoo 
Borah Fletcher McCarran 
Bratton Frazier McGill 
Brown George McKellar 
Bulkley Glass McNary 
Bulow Goldsborough Murphy 
Byrd Gore Neely 
Byrnes Hale Norbeck 
Capper Harrison Norris 
Caraway Hastings Nye 
Carey Hatfield Overton 
Clark Hayden Patterson 
Connally Hebert Pittman 
Coolidge Johnson Pope 

Robinson, Ark. 
Robinson, Ind. 
Russell 
Schall 
Sheppard 
Shipstead 
Smith 
Steiwer 
Stephens 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Trammell 
Vandenberg 
Van Nuys 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
White 

Mr. BLACK. I desire to announce that the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. LEWIS], the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
TYDINGS], and the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. REYN
OLDS] are necessarily detained from the Senate. 

Mr. HEBERT. I desire to announce that the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. DA VIS] is absent on account of 
illness. . 

I wish also to state that the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. BARBOUR], the Senator from Ohio [Mr. FEss], the Sen-· 
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. METCALF], the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. REED], and the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. TowNSEND J are necessarily absent. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-five Senators having an
swered to their names, a quorum is present. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. ROBINSON of Ar~ansas. Mr. Presldent, I ask unani

mous consent that the Journal for the calendar days April 
11, 12, 13, and 14 may be approve_d. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. · 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages in writing from the President of the United 
States, submitting several nominations and also withdrawing 
a nomination, were communicated to the Senate by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries. 

FUNCTIONS OF THE POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT (S.DOC. NO. 29) 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Postmaster General, submitting, in response to 
Senate Resolution 351, Seventy-second Congress, a report 
relative to the functions of the Post Office Department, the 
statutory authority therefor, the total annual expenditures, 
etc., which, with the accompanying pamphlet, was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 
FUNCTIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE (S.DOC. NO. 28) 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Secretary of Agriculture, submitting, pursuant to 
Senate Resolution 351, Seventy-second Congress, a report 
showing the functions and activities conducted under the 
jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture, the statutory 
authority therefor, the total annual expenditures, and alSo 
list of employees of the Department receiving compensation 
at the rate of $5,000 or more per annum, which, with the 
accompanying statements, was ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. · 
FUNCTIONS OF THE GOVERNMENT PRIN'i'ING OFFICE (S.DOC. NO. 30) 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Public Printer, submitting, pursuant to Senate 
Resolution 351, Seventy-second Congress, a report showing 
the functions and activities conducted under the jurisdic..:. 
tion of the United States Government Printing ·Office, the 
statutory authority therefor, and the total annual expendi
tures thereon for the latest complete :fiscal year 0932), 
etc., which, with the accompanying statements, was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 

FUNCTIONS OF THE FEDERAL FARM BOARD (S.DOC. NO. 31) 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Chairman of the Federal Farm Board, submitting, 
pursuant to Senate Resolution 351, Seventy-second Con
gress, a report of the functions of the Board, the statutoiy 
authority therefor, the total annual expenditures, etC., 
which, with the accompanying statements, was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

FUNCTIONS OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD (S.DOC. NO. 33) 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Secretary of the Federal Reserve Board, submitting, 
pursuant to Senate Resolution 351, Seventy-second Con
gress, a chart showing the functions of the Board and of its 
various divisions and offices, and a statement regarding the 
Federal Reserve System also describing the functions of the 
Federal Reserve Board, and also a statement of the ex
penses of the Board and of each of its divisions and offices 
for the year 1932, etc., which, with the accompanying 
papers, was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed 
with an illustration. 
FUNCTIONS OF BUREAU OF THE BUDGET AND FEDERAL COORDINAT• 

ING SERVICE (S.DOC. NO. 32) 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, submitting, 
pursuant to Senate Resolution 351, Seventy-second Con
gress, a statement showing in detail the functions performed 
by the Bureau of the Budget and the Federal Coordinating 
Service operating under the general direction of the Direc
tor of the Budget Bureau, the authority for the performance 
of each function and the annual cost thereof, also a list of 
officers and employees in each establishment receiving com
pensation at the rate of $5,000 or more per annum, which, 
with the accompanying statements, was ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 
FUNCTIONS OF NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS 

(S.DOC. NO. 34) 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Chairman of the National Advisory Committee for 
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